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A B S T R AC T
Relativization in Scottish Standard English: a corpus-based study on 
newspaper language
This study investigates relativization strategies in written Scottish Standard English 
(SSE), especially in newspaper language. The main focus is on the possible variation in 
relativizer use between two regional SSE varieties, namely Highland and Island SSE 
(HISSE) and Lowland SSE (LSSE). British Standard English (BrE) and Irish Standard 
English (IrE) are used as points of comparison. The databases of SSE consist of the 
Corpus of Scottish English On-line Press News (CSEOPN), which I have compiled for 
the purposes of this study. CSEOPN contains approximately 174,000 words, and it is 
divided into two sub-corpora, HISSE and LSSE, of equal size. These two sub-corpora 
consist of newspaper articles from on-line newspapers published in eight localities in 
the Highlands and the Lowlands of Scotland, respectively. As databases for IrE and 
BrE I have used the press news sections of ICE-Ireland and ICE-Great Britain Release 
2. To the latter I have added material from the Guardian and the Times.
The study focuses on the use of the following relativizers: which, who, whose, whom, 
that, zero as well as adverbial relativizers where, when and why. The quantitative anal-
ysis of the work investigates the frequencies and the distribution of the relativizer oc-
currences in SSE, BrE and IrE. The qualitative analysis overlaps with the quantitative 
analysis and concentrates on the following semantic aspects of relativization: the type 
of the adnominal relative clause (restrictive vs. non-restrictive); the gender type of 
antecedent (human, inanimate, collective vs. animal); the grammatical function of the 
relativizer in the relative clause (subject, object, adverb vs. complement); the definite-
ness of antecedent (definite vs. indefinite) and the type of text in which the relativizer 
occurs (quotation of direct speech vs. narrative). The framework of this study is based 
on descriptions of relativization in widely used English grammars, that is, in Quirk 
et al. (1985) and Biber et al. (1999), as well as on previous studies on relativizer use 
in English dialects, for example, in Herrmann (2003) and Tagliamonte et al. (2005). 
The findings of the study indicate that the use of relative clauses in news texts is 
predominantly based on the StE norms. However, variation exists between the stud-
ied varieties, especially on a micro-level. Influence from spoken language is detected 
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most clearly in SSE and BrE, whereas the relativization strategies in IrE news follow 
the StE grammatical norms closely. Although the use of the zero relativizer has been 
considered by some grammarians to be less formal than the use of the wh-relatives, 
the use of this feature is relatively frequent in all studied varieties, especially in SSE 
newspapers. The use of non-restrictive that, a feature considered highly non-stand-
ard, occurs in all varieties under study, being the most frequent in BrE news. On the 
other hand, the usage of the wh-relativizers is notably frequent in IrE news.
In terms of diachronic development of the relativization system in Scots and ScE, 
the comparison to earlier findings in Older Scots indicates that some relativization 
strategies have remained intact for centuries, while the usage of other features has 
increased. For example, the relativizer who has nearly ousted that as a personal sub-
ject relativizer with human antecedents in written SSE, even though the latter is still 
the predominant relativizer in this environment in spoken Scots.
Factors that may contribute to the detected variation between the studied varieties 
include regional dialectal variation, for example, the influence of Scots on LSSE; the 
colloquialization of syntactic features in written StE, and in the case of IrE a strong 
reliance on the StE norms.
Keywords: Relativization; Syntax, Scottish Standard English, English in the British 
Isles; Language Variation; Corpus Study
vii
Hillberg, Sanna
Relatiivilauseet skottienglannissa: korpustutkimus sanomalehtikielestä
Joensuu: Itä-Suomen yliopisto, 2015, 213 sivua
Publications of the University of Eastern Finland
Dissertations in Education, Humanities, and Theology; 77
ISBN: 978-952-61-1923-6 (nid.)
ISSNL: 1798-5625
ISSN: 1798-5625
ISBN: 978-952-61-1924-3 (PDF)
ISSN: 1798-5633 (PDF)
T I I V I S T E L M Ä
Relatiivilauseet skottienglannissa: korpustutkimus sanomalehtikielestä
Relatiivilause on sivulause, joka viittaa päälauseessa olevaan korrelaattiin. Englannin 
kielessä relatiivilauseen aloittaa tyypillisesti relatiivisana tai -adverbi, mutta se voi-
daan myös jättää ilmaisematta. Adnominaalinen eli substantiiviin viittaava relatiivi-
lause on englannin kielessä yleisin relatiivilauseen tyyppi. Tämä tutkimus käsittelee 
adnominaalisten relatiivilauseiden käyttöä kirjoitetussa skottienglannissa ja tarkas-
telukohteena on erityisesti sanomalehtikieli. Modernin skottienglannin kirjakielen 
syntaksia ei ole käytännössä tutkittu lainkaan, kun taas puhekielen käytäntöjä, mu-
kaan lukien relatiivilauseet, on tutkittu huomattavasti enemmän. Työni ensisijaise-
na tarkoituksena on tutkia mahdollista vaihtelua relatiivilauseiden käytössä kahden 
eri skottienglannin alueellisen varieteetin, Ylämaiden ja Alamaiden skottienglannin, 
välillä. Nämä kaksi murrealuetta eroavat toisistaan sekä kielihistorialliselta että so-
siaalihistorialliselta taustaltaan. 
Vertaan työssäni myös relatiivilauseiden käytön yhtäläisyyksiä ja eroavuuksia skot-
tienglannin, brittienglannin ja irlanninenglannin välillä. Syntaktista vaihtelua eng-
lannin kirjakielessä on tutkittu vähän, toisin kuin puhekielen varieteetteja, joissa on 
pystytty osoittamaan merkittävää vaihtelua esimerkiksi relatiivilauseiden käytössä. 
Tämä tutkimus kytkeytyy samalla laajempaan kontekstiin, jossa tarkastellaan englan-
nin ja sen murteiden yhä tärkeämpää roolia jatkuvasti globaalistuvassa maailmassa. 
Tutkimusaineisto koostuu kolmesta sanomalehtikorpuksesta. The Corpus of 
Scottish English On-line Press News (CSEOPN) on verkkosanomalehtiartikkeleista 
koostamani korpus, joka jakautuu kahteen alakorpukseen: Ylämaan skottienglan-
ti ja Alamaan skottienglanti. Lehtiartikkelit on koottu kuudestatoista eri puolella 
Skotlantia julkaistavasta verkkosanomalehdestä ja korpus sisältää noin 172 000 sa-
naa. Irlanninenglannin ja brittienglannin vertailuaineistoina käytän International 
Corpus of English (ICE) -korpuksien, ICE-Ireland ja ICE-Great Britain Release 2, sa-
nomalehtiosioita. Brittienglannin aineistosta (ICE-GB) olen poistanut skotlantilaiset 
sanomalehtiartikkelit ja täydentänyt niiden osuuden artikkeleilla the Timesista ja the 
Guardianista. Tutkimusaineistona käytettävät artikkelit käsittelevät samantapaisia 
uutisia eli kotimaisia ja alueellisia pääuutisia, jotta tyylillisistä eroista johtuva vaih-
telu voidaan sulkea pois mahdollisena taustavaikuttimena vaihteluun. Aineisto on 
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analysoitu korpustutkimuksen ja variaationtutkimuksen periaatteilla. Eri relatiivisa-
nojen hakemiseen korpuksista, nollarelatiivirakenteita lukuun ottamatta, on käytet-
ty MonoConc-hakuohjelmaa. Tutkimustulokset on analysoitu sekä määrällisesti että 
laadullisesti. Restriktiiviset ja epärestriktiiviset relatiivilauseet on käsitelty erikseen, 
koska aiemmat tutkimukset ovat osoittaneet niiden toimivan eri tavoin. 
Tutkimustulokseni osoittavat, että relatiivilauseiden käyttö skotlantilaisissa sano-
malehdissä seuraa pääosin standardienglannin normeja. Vaihtelua kuitenkin esiin-
tyy sekä skottivarieteettien välillä että skottienglannin ja britti- ja irlanninenglannin 
välillä. Vaikka skottienglannin kirjakieli on kehittynyt standardienglannin normi-
en vaikutuksen alaisena, sillä on oma pitkä historiansa ja sen puhekielessä on sille 
ominaisia kieliopillisia ja leksikaalisia piirteitä. Osa näistä piirteistä esiintyy myös 
tutkimusmateriaalissani. 
Varieteettien välillä esiintyy tilastollisesti merkitseviä eroja esimerkiksi restriktii-
visten ja epärestriktiivisten relatiivisanojen jakaumissa sekä nollarelatiivin ja which-
relatiivisanan käytössä. Puhutussa skotissa yleinen nollarelatiivi esiintyy yleisem-
min skottienglannissa kuin vertailumateriaalissa. Yllättäen nollarelatiivi on yleisin 
Ylämaan skottienglannissa, vaikka Ylämaan skottienglannin on väitetty seuraavan 
standardienglannin normeja tarkemmin kuin Alamaan skottienglannin ainakin sen 
historian alkuvaiheessa. Nollarelatiivi on suhteellisen yleinen kaikissa tutkituissa 
varieteeteissa. Tätä piirrettä on pidetty epästandardina ja puhekielelle ominaisena, 
mutta nämä tutkimustulokset osoittavat sen olevan yleinen myös kirjoitetussa kieles-
sä. Relatiivisana that on yleisempi Alamaan skottienglannissa kuin muissa tutkituissa 
varieteeteissa ja se kompensoi which-relatiivisanan vähäisempää käyttöä muihin tut-
kittuihin varieteetteihin nähden. Sekä nollarelatiivin että relatiivisanan that käyttöä 
voidaan todennäköisimmin selittää puhuttujen murteiden vaikutuksella kirjakieleen. 
Myös britti- ja irlanninenglannin osalta nousee esiin varsin mielenkiintoisia tutkimus-
tuloksia. Joidenkin piirteiden käytössä brittienglanti näyttää lähentyvän puhekielen 
käytänteitä (esimerkiksi epärestriktiivisen relatiivisanan that käytössä), kun taas ir-
lanninenglanti turvautuu varsin konservatiiviseen ja/tai preskriptiiviseen relatiivi-
sanojen käyttöön, joka ilmenee hyvin voimakkaana wh-relatiivisanojen suosimisena. 
Aineistoni osoittaa myös diakronisia muutoksia relatiivilauseiden käytössä kirjoi-
tetussa skottienglannissa. Esimerkiksi relatiivisana that esiintyy pääasiassa restriktii-
visenä skottienglannin aineistossa. Tässä on havaittavissa selkeä muutos verrattuna 
vanhaan skotinkieleen (Older Scots), jossa epärestriktiivinen that esiintyi yleisesti. 
Vanhassa skotissa relatiivisanaa that oli mahdollista käyttää ihmiseen viittaavan kor-
relaatin kanssa. Tämä piirre esiintyy edelleen puhekielessä, mutta tutkimissani uu-
tisteksteissä that viittaa lähes poikkeuksetta elottomaan korrelaattiin ja sen on kor-
vannut ainoastaan ihmisiin viittaava relatiivisana who.
Tutkimuksessa havaittuja eroja selittävät todennäköisimmin alueellinen murreva-
riaatio, esimerkiksi skotin vaikutus skottienglantiin; joidenkin piirteiden osalta syn-
taktisten piirteiden puhekielistyminen sekä irlanninenglannin materiaalissa normi-
sidonnaisuus standardienglannin käytäntöihin. 
Avainsanat: relatiivilauseet; syntaksi, Skotlannin standardienglanti, englannin kieli; 
kielen vaihtelu; korpustutkimus
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1 Introduction
This study seeks to contribute to the ongoing discussions on structural variation in 
the English language. The focus of the present work is on Scottish Standard English 
(SSE). Previous studies on BrE have mainly focused on its regional spoken dialects. 
The same applies to Scots and Scottish English (ScE). Although ScE is one of the cen-
tral varieties of British Isles Englishes, it has received little scholarly attention until 
very recently, especially the most standard end of the Scots–ScE continuum. 
Many of the previous studies on BrE varieties have been sociolinguistic in na-
ture and   investigated dialectal features in their phonology and syntax. Standard 
Englishes, on the other hand, have long escaped the interest of linguists. It has been 
an underlying thought that British and American Standard Englishes are mainly 
similar, especially lexically and grammatically, whereas regional variation in phonol-
ogy between, for example AmE and BrE, has been a long-established fact (see, e.g., 
Quirk et al. 1985; Petyt 1980). Petyt (1980: 14–15) claims that speakers of different 
English dialects “find the same written form in their local newspapers”. It is unclear 
whether form here means simply orthographical similarity or includes grammar as 
well. Biber et al. (1999), on the other hand, have been able to show differences be-
tween the standards of BrE and AmE on many linguistic levels. It was not until quite 
recently that standard BrE has become a centre of interest, and that regional standard 
varieties around the globe have started to attract wider attention. This has been made 
possible by the advances in corpus linguistics and, for example, ICE-corpora provide 
a good basis for investigations on written and spoken StE around the world and for 
comparisons of their morphosyntactic similarities and differences.
Apart from the fact that Scottish people have migrated overseas spreading their 
languages with them, Scotland itself has always been a multilingual society, and lan-
guages such as Gaelic, Scots, Norn, French, Dutch and Latin are, or have been, part 
of the everyday life of the Scottish people and have influenced ScE (see, e.g. McClure 
1994). Thus far, the main focus on linguistic research in Scotland has been on Scots 
and Scottish Gaelic, while research on ScE has been of interest only to a handful of 
linguists. Features of present-day Scots and ScE grammar have been previously dis-
cussed, for example, by Miller (1993, 2008), Bergs (2001), Millar (2007) and Macafee 
(2011), whereas the syntax of written Older and Middle Scots has been investigated 
by Caldwell (1974), Romaine (1982), King (1997) and Meurman-Solin (1997; 2000; 2003) 
(for definitions of Scots and ScE see chapter 2). Macafee (1983) and Macaulay (1991) 
have described present-day Lowland Scots dialects of Glasgow and Ayr in detail, re-
spectively. Relativization in ScE and Lowland Scots dialects have been investigated 
recently by Herrmann (2003, 2005) and Tagliamonte et al. (2005). Romaine (1980, 
1982, 1985), who is often cited in articles on relativization, has studied relativization 
in Middle Scots writings and in contemporary spoken Scots, and she also briefly dis-
cusses relativizer use in written ScE (Romaine 1980). 
All the above-mentioned works on present-day Lowland Scots concentrate on its 
2spoken form. Rather surprisingly, the syntax of Highland and Island Scottish English 
(HIScE) 1 and written modern ScE have so far successfully evaded scholarly inves-
tigation. Apart from a few studies executed in the 1980s and 1990s (see, e.g., Shuken 
1984; Sabban 1982, 1984, see also Bird 1997 and Clement 1997), our knowledge of 
HIScE is very scant. The 21st century has witnessed a rise of interest in the study of 
Scottish Standard English (SSE) lexical features as well as its phonology and pho-
netics (Douglas 2009; Schützler 2010, 2013, respectively). As pointed out by Corbett, 
McClure and Stuart-Smith (2003: 4), “[…], Scottish Standard English differs in some 
features of grammar and idiom from those standard varieties of English found south 
of the border, in North America, in Australasia and now elsewhere. […] Partly because 
it falls somewhere between Broad Scots and southern Standard English, Scottish 
Standard English is also under-researched, again with sporadic exceptions.” With this 
work I hope to contribute to the field of SSE studies, and cast light on the features of 
SSE syntax, more specifically on its relativization strategies. 
Terminology with regard to languages spoken in Scotland may be somewhat con-
fusing for those not familiar with the area. Scots is a dialect or language – depending 
on the viewpoint – spoken and written mainly in the Lowlands of Scotland. It is a mat-
ter of considerable debate whether Scots can be regarded as a language in its own right 
or whether it is a dialect of English (see, e.g., Macafee 1996; Douglas 2009; Macleod 
and McClure 2012). Without taking sides in this matter, it can be said that because 
of its sociohistorical background and its roots reaching far back in history, Scots dis-
plays vocabulary and syntactic features that are distinct from BrE. ScE, on the other 
hand, is generally considered to refer to English spoken in Scotland with a Scottish 
accent. These accents come in many different forms and are described, for example, 
by Aitken (1984a). The terminology relating to Scots and ScE will be further dealt with 
in chapter 2. It has been shown, however, that structural differences in comparison to 
standard BrE occur, for example, in the uses of relative clauses as will be illustrated 
in chapters 3. SSE is at the most formal end of the Scots–ScE continuum and therefore 
the closest variety of these to standard BrE. Scottish Gaelic, the indigenous language 
in Western and Northern Scotland, is a Celtic language and not related to English. 
These languages will be discussed in more detail in chapter 2. As a further point of 
terminology, I will use the abbreviation BrE instead of EngE for the data combined 
from ICE-GB and the Guardian and the Times, because the part of the ICE-GB press 
section used in the present study contains data from Wales as well.
My aim in this work is to provide a descriptive account on the use of relativization 
strategies in written SSE. The focus is on the possible variation between two SSE 
varieties, HISSE and LSSE with respect to this feature, possible factors accounting 
for this variation and on the distinctive features of SSE vis-à-vis other varieties of 
English. Comparisons to BrE and IrE add an interesting aspect to my study, because 
no previous comparative studies on relativization between their standard forms ex-
ist. Previous research on spoken Lowland Scots has revealed that its relativization 
strategies function rather differently from StE. The linguistic and socio-historical 
1 also called Highland and Hebridean English (HHE) in Maguire (2012)
3backgrounds of the Highlands and Lowlands of Scotland are very different from each 
other, a factor which may contribute to differences in their syntax (see, e.g., Görlach 
2002; Shuken 1984).
I have decided not to use terms relative pronoun(s), complementizer(s) or particle(s) 
in this work. Instead, I will refer to the markers of the phenomenon of relativization 
as relative markers, relatives or relativizers, because they are neutral enough and not 
associated with any particular syntactic theory. Relative clauses (sometimes referred 
to as adjective clauses) may be divided into adnominal, nominal and sentential rela-
tive clauses. Of these, I investigate adnominal relative clauses, a binary distinction 
for which different researchers have given various names, for example, restrictive vs. 
non-restrictive, defining vs. non-defining, identifying vs. non-identifying, and tense 
vs. lax. The terms restrictive vs. non-restrictive are used by most researchers, and I 
will follow this terminology.
With respect to the topic at hand, most studies concerning relativizer use discuss 
the use of restrictive relatives only (see, e.g., Tottie 1997; Beal and Corrigan 2002; 
Tagliamonte et al. 2005; Huber 2012, 2014). First, most studies have investigated rela-
tivizer use in speech, in which restrictive relative clauses are overwhelmingly more 
frequent than non-restrictive relative clauses. Secondly, the wh-relatives, which often 
occur as non-restrictive relativizers, have been claimed to be generally uncommon 
in spoken Englishes and nearly non-existent in Scots. Because the zero relativizer 
and that do not usually occur in non-restrictive relative clauses, the abundance of the 
wh-relativizer usage in non-restrictive relative clauses would skew the quantitative 
results if non-restrictive relative clauses would be added to these studies (see, e.g. 
Ball 1996: 228–9). While this is true, Herrmann (2003: 107) has been able to show that 
non-restrictive relative clauses, relativized predominantly by the wh-relativizers but 
also by that, are moderately common in spoken English dialects. As shown by Biber 
et al. (1999: 610), a small amount of non-restrictive relative clauses are found in AmE 
and BrE conversation. Based on these observations, non-restrictive relative clauses 
should be included in studies on relativization strategies in both written and spoken 
Englishes, as they are in the current study. Because restrictive and non-restrictive 
relative clauses have different functions, they have been analysed separately in this 
study (see chapter 5).
Considering the complexity of relativization as a syntactic feature, the purpose 
of this work is not to provide a theoretical account of relativization strategies in SSE 
(cf. Sigley 1997: 107), but to compare the use of this feature in regional Standard 
Englishes of the British Isles. Theories on the categorization of relative clauses are 
many (see, e.g., Jespersen 1936; Bache and Jakobsen 1980; Fabb 1990). As fascinating 
as it would be, the aim of the current work is not to contribute to this controversial 
issue. Instead, in my analysis I will apply the most widely used framework in the use 
of adnominal relative clauses, i.e. the distribution of relative clauses into restrictive 
and non-restrictive (see Quirk et al. 1985). Having said this, I do not deny the fact that 
distinguishing between restrictive and non-restrictive is a much more complex issue 
than this binary distinction (see chapter 4).  
In order to determine possible grammatical variation between regional written 
SSE varieties, as well as between these two varieties versus IrE and BrE, I set the 
4following research questions for my study. They will be further exemplified in sec-
tion 4.1.
1.  What kind of variation occurs in the relativization patterns of written HISSE and 
LSSE?
2.  What similarities and differences exist in the relativization strategies between 
SSE, BrE and IrE?
3.  What are the most likely explanations for the observed differences: can they be 
explained by sociohistorical factors such as language contacts, or do they follow 
from universal constraints on relativization?
The outline of this study is as follows: chapter 2 discusses the languages and the lin-
guistic history of Scotland. Chapter 3 presents the structure and uses of the English 
relative clause. In addition, section 3.2 provides a detailed account of the history of 
relativization strategies in written Scots and the present use of this feature in Scots 
and ScE as observed in previous studies. Chapter 4 states the aims, methods and 
databases of the study. Chapter 5 presents the results of the study, while chapter 6, 
then, summarizes and discusses the main results of the study, and finishes with the 
conclusions and suggestions for future research.
52 English and other languages 
in Scotland
In this chapter I will first explain the sometimes confusing terminology regarding 
Scots and ScE. After this, I will briefly explain the complicated linguistic history of 
Scotland and the present situation in order to illuminate why language contacts are 
considered a motivation for variation between HISSE and LSSE as well as between 
these varieties and BrE and IrE. Because numerous articles and books discuss the 
history of Scots and ScE in great detail, the current chapter provides only the main 
points of this development process in relation to the topic at hand (see e.g. McClure 
1994; Jones 1997; Görlach 2002; Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith 2003; Dossena 
2005; Douglas 2006; Millar 2007). Lastly, the most distinguishing features of ScE as 
observed in previous studies will be presented.  
2 .1 T E R M I N O LO G I C A L I SSU E S: L A N G UAG E S O F S CO T L A N D
 
The names referring to the languages – or dialects – of Scotland may be somewhat 
confusing for those not familiar with the complex linguistic history of the area, and 
even to linguists. This situation between Scots and English has existed for centuries. 
As pointed out by Macafee and Ó Baoill (1997: 245), “[t]he term English is frequently 
understood to include Scots. Indeed, the terms Inglish/English and Scottis/Scots/Scotch 
were used interchangeably by Scottish writers into the early eighteenth century.” This 
state of the affairs prevails even today, and it is not always clear which one of the va-
rieties speakers, even scholars sometimes, strictly speaking refer to.
The relationship of Scots and ScE is best described as a continuum, which is well 
illustrated, for example, in Aitken (1984a; see also Schützler, Gut and Fuchs, forth-
coming). Scots is mainly a spoken dialect or language – depending on the viewpoint 
– and used predominantly in the Lowlands of Scotland. As pointed out in chapter 1, 
there is an on-going debate about its status.  The term Scottish English, on the other 
hand, typically applies to English spoken and written in Scotland, but it is also used 
to refer to varieties on the Scots–English continuum (see, e.g. Maguire 2012). 
Scholars have differing views about the nature of this linguistic continuum, which 
reflects the complex relationship of these languages/dialects and adds to the confu-
sion (see, e.g. Schützler, Gut and Fuchs forthcoming). Also, whether it is Scots or ScE 
that is used as the umbrella term for the varieties on the continuum varies between 
scholars. According to Corbett, McClure & Stuart-Smith (2003: 2), Scots forms “a lan-
guage continuum ranging from Broad Scots to Scottish Standard English.” They (2003: 
4) include both Broad Scots and SSE in their definition of Scots, and remark that “…, 
while written Broad Scots is easily identifiable by its distinctive vocabulary and gram-
mar, written Scottish Standard English differs less obviously form other standard 
varieties of English around the world.” On the other hand, the “Englishness” of Scots 
is emphasised by Macafee and Ó Baoill (1997): “Scots, then, is the northern part of a 
6dialect continuum with English which is not interrupted geographically by the border 
with England”. Their viewpoint therefore seems to oppose that of Corbett, McClure 
and Stuart-Smith, and implies that Scots is a dialect of English. 
All the same, Scots displays vocabulary and syntactic features that are distinct 
from StE. In this work I will use the term Scots to refer to the regional dialects in 
the Scottish Lowlands, which also extend to the northernmost parts of Scotland and 
diverge from StE in their morphology, phonology and lexis. Although it is at times 
difficult to pinpoint where Scots ends and ScE starts, I will use the term ScE as an um-
brella term for English used in Scotland. The term SSE in this work refers to the most 
formal and educated type of ScE2, in the same way as the term StE refers to the most 
codified and educated form of English, for example, in the British Isles and the United 
States (see, for example, Bex and Watts 1999). Robinson and Crawford (2001: 22) claim 
that SSE is the dialect of educated, middle class speakers and “not particularly associ-
ated with any one region of Scotland”. One of the aims of the present study is to find 
out whether this claim holds true, or whether regional variation occurs in SSE syntax.
As mentioned above, earlier research has mainly concentrated on the Scots end 
of the continuum. Quite surprisingly, ScE has largely evaded academic interest, es-
pecially considering that Scotland was one of the first areas colonised and anglicised 
by the English (or rather, Anglo-Saxons). If one examines the early dialect maps of 
Britain, one notices that Scotland is merely a blank spot on the map or even that the 
map is cut at the border with England as if Scotland did not exist. The majority of early 
dialectologists were interested in describing dialects of England, whereas features of 
ScE and Scots dialects remained unresearched for much longer. According to Beal 
(1997: 337), the awareness about Scots having non-standard features increased dur-
ing the late 18th century. For example, Hume (1752, 1760) and Beattie (1797) were con-
cerned about Scotticisms that should be avoided in written English (cited by Beal ibid.) 
On the other hand, Wilson is one of the first dialectologists who described features of 
Lowland Scots in the early part of the 1900s (see Wilson 1915, 1923, 1926). For some 
reason, ScE has not been considered worthy of academic study until very recently, 
although southern English varieties as well as much younger “New Englishes” around 
the globe have been described in great detail. Although SSE is mentioned in the defi-
nitions above and already in Aitken (1984a), it is a variety that has received surpris-
ingly little scholarly interest so far, perhaps because of the problematic status of Scots 
and ScE, as already mentioned in chapter 1 (see Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith 
2003: 4). On the other hand, numerous articles have been written about Scots and 
Scottish Gaelic and the grammar of both these languages is fairly well documented 
(see, for example, Macafee 2011; Bergs 2001 on Scots; Lamb 2003 on Scottish Gaelic). 
Fortunately, there is ample evidence of relativizer use in Scots (and ScE), which ena-
bles me to investigate possible Scots influence on SSE. 
Apart from Scots, there is another indigenous language in Scotland, viz. Scottish 
Gaelic. It is, however, a Celtic language and not related to English. It was once the 
dominant language in Western and Northern Scotland, and especially in the Western 
2  Aitken (1984a) calls the most educated form of ScE “Educated Scottish Standard English” (ESSE).
7Isles (the Hebrides), where it still has native speakers. Today, Scottish Gaelic is being 
vigorously promoted and revived, and it may become one of the official languages 
of Scotland in the future3. Scottish Gaelic is recognized as a minority language in 
the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages and it may be used in the 
Scottish Parliament4.
2 . 2 T H E L I N G U I S T I C H I S TO RY O F S CO T L A N D
Although English is the dominant language of modern-day Scotland, it has not always 
been so. From the very beginning of its recorded history, Scotland has been a multi-
lingual and multi-cultural society. However, there is no evidence of the language(s) 
of the earliest people who settled in Scotland thousands of years ago (Jones 2002: 92). 
The first clues about the spoken language in Scotland are from the time of the Roman 
invasion around 50 AD. Romans came into contact with people in the northern parts of 
Britain who spoke a Celtic language of which there existed two varieties. The Goidelic 
type, or Q-Celtic, is an ancestor of Scottish Gaelic and Irish Gaelic. The second type, 
Brythonic, also called P-Celtic5, is an ancestor of Breton, Cornish and modern-day 
Welsh. According to Jones (2002), Picts6, who had lived for centuries in the area which 
is now Scotland, may have spoken one form of Brythonic.
At the turn of the fifth and sixth centuries, Irish tribes invaded northern Scotland 
and brought along their variety of Celtic, Q-Celtic, from which modern Scottish Gaelic 
descends (Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith 2003). Approximately at the same time, 
the Anglian-speaking invaders from Continental Europe established settlements in 
the south-eastern parts of Scotland, and throughout the north of England (Jones 2002: 
93). Furthermore, Vikings conquered the northern and western isles and parts of 
the northern and north-western coastal areas of Scotland starting from the eighth 
century. They introduced Scandinavian languages – Norn and Old Norse, which are 
cognate languages of OE – to these regions. Vikings also raided and settled in parts 
of what is today Central England and introduced the Danelaw into the area. Norn 
survived in Orkney and Shetland until the 18th and 19th centuries, respectively, and 
evidence of this language still remains, for example, in everyday vocabulary and 
place names (see, e.g., Millar 2007: 132; Barnes 1984: 352–66; also Melchers 1981). 
Scots was spoken in these islands only from the 14th century onwards, and it acquired 
a prestigious status, while the English language did not arrive in these remote areas 
before the 16th century (see, for example, Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith 2003: 5). 
Lowland Scots and Standard BrE are cognate languages which both derive from 
3 Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005.
4 See, for example, http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/ArtsCultureSport/arts/Scots/
CouncilofEuropeCharter and https://www.scottish.parliament.uk/PublicInformationdocuments/Lang_
Policy2013.pdf.
5  According to Matthews (2005: 305), Q-Celtic is a “[b]ranch of Celtic that did not undergo the change 
by which, in P-Celtic, Indo-European kw became p”. P-Celtic is a “[b]ranch of Celtic so called from a 
sound-change by which Indo-European kw became p” (Matthews 2005: 270).
6  According to Encyclopaedia Britannica, the term Picts refers to a group of pre-Celtic tribes who lived 
in an area which now forms northern Scotland. 
8Old English. As Dossena (2005: 10) points out, the first descriptions of Scottish lan-
guages do not make a distinction between Scots and English, which are both called 
Inglis as opposed to Irishe (i.e. Gaelic). In fact, the first mention of the term Scottis 
referring to the variety spoken in Scotland is found as late as in 14947. Since then a 
difference has been made between Scottis vs. Inglis or Sudron, terms which refer to 
English. As figure 1 illustrates, Scots and BrE descend from different branches of 
Anglian: Scots descends from the Old Northumbrian variety, while Standard BrE is 
a descendant of the Mercian variety (on a more detailed discussion on early history 
of Scots, see, e.g., Macafee 2002; McClure 1994; Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith 
2003; Maguire 2012). As pointed out by Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith (2003:5), 
the reason why Scots and English developed into different varieties is the multiplicity 
of contacts with other languages in their history. 
 
	  
Figure 1. The roots of Scots and English (from Macafee 2002)
The Gaelic language was the principal linguistic medium of the people and govern-
ment in the mainland of Scotland and the Western Isles until the 11th century. Jones 
(2002: 94) and McClure (1994: 28–9) both mention two important political factors which 
worked in favour of Scots and the English language in Scotland. First, at the beginning 
7  In Adam Loutfut’s writings (see Dossena 2005: 10).
9of the 12th century the Norman nobility, along with the Norman Conquest of England 
in 1066, became a land-owning ruling class throughout Britain. Consequently, the 
Anglo-Saxon princess Margaret, the sister of Prince Edgar, fled to Scotland and mar-
ried King Malcolm III of Scotland. She was accompanied by English-speaking courti-
ers and clergymen, who contributed to the spread of the English language in court. 
Secondly, King David I, who ruled Scotland in 1124–53, imposed the feudal system 
on Scotland and established burghs across Scotland, another model adopted from 
the Normans. In these medieval trading hubs, which attracted English, Flemish and 
Scandinavian immigrants, English became the lingua franca of business (see Corbett, 
McClure and Stuart-Smith 2003; Jones 2002; Macafee and Ó Baoill 1997; McClure 1994). 
As McClure (1994: 30) points out, the linguistic situation in 13th century Scotland 
was far from simple: English was the language of commerce and law, French the 
language of the court, while the majority of the population spoke Gaelic. Scots was 
first used only in the spoken medium, but gradually developed a written form and 
eventually became a language of all ranks spreading across the country. It became the 
language of administration and government and was very widely used in all types of 
written records. Scots was adopted as the official language of the Scottish parliament 
by the mid-14th century, and a lot of important literature was produced in Scots in 
the Middle Ages (Jones 2002: 95–7). Literary Scots emerged with John Barbour’s The 
Bruce in the late 14th century8. Equally importantly, the use of written Scots spread 
to administrative prose replacing Latin, and the use of Scots spread to other written 
domains as well. By the 16th century Scots had replaced Gaelic in the Lowlands as the 
language of the nation (Macafee and Ó Baoill 1997: 249). 
The Anglicisation process of the Lowlands of Scotland started in the late 16th cen-
tury, enforced by the government of England. This development was accelerated by 
the Union of the Crowns in 16039, and the Treaty of Union in 170710. The Anglicisation 
of Scotland was prevalent between the 16th and 18th centuries when the written form 
of Scots became assimilated to the English models of spelling and grammar. It has 
also been claimed that Geneva version of the Bible favoured by John Knox, written 
in StE and published in 1560, would have had a negative effect on the status of Scots. 
However, this argument is debatable, since most people of the time were illiterate and 
it is unknown which accents and dialects the clergy used (see Jones 2002: 100). Douglas 
(2006: 44) points out two other factors that promoted the acceleration of Anglicisation. 
First, many Scottish printers followed the English norms in their work, which fur-
thered the use of English. Secondly, since the court had moved to London, many court 
poets moved along, which also had a negative impact on the status of Scots. 
Awareness about the linguistic differences between Scots and English grew in 
the 18th century. The 18th and 19th centuries witnessed rigorous attempts to eradicate 
the Scottish language from “impure” and “vulgar” Scottiscisms, which signalled un-
educated language use that made Scots inferior to English. Scholars such as Hume, 
8  The Bruce (or the Brus), compiled by Master John Barbour, Archdeacon of Aberdeen, is the oldest extant 
book written in Scots (see, e.g., Caldwell 1974: 8 and http://www.scotslanguage.com/).
9  James VI (King of Scotland) became the King of England after the death of Queen Elizabeth and thus 
united England and Scotland under his rule.
10  The political and economic union of England and Scotland. Also called the Act of Union.
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Sinclair, Beattie and Mitchell created lists on Scotticisms that should be avoided (Beal 
1997: 337). Consequently, as the target of the Scottish middle and upper classes was 
now southern Standard English, they strove to avoid Scotticisms in their language 
(Douglas 2006: 44). These developments in the 18th century ultimately led to the emer-
gence of SSE, “a linguistic compromise variety” (Douglas ibid.). However, Scots re-
mained the main linguistic medium of the working class.
Even though Scottish literature flourished in the 19th century, from 1850s onwards 
the use of Scots vernacular started to fall into decline (see, e.g., Dossena 2005: 116–24). 
According to Dossena (2005: 124), “in the nineteenth century the role of English as a 
social dialect became increasingly pervasive”. Prescriptivists now focussed not only 
on purely linguistic features, but also on polite language use in a variety of socio-
linguistic situations. J. A. H. Murray11, the late 19th century linguist, was an influen-
tial figure in Scots dialectology. He considered Scots to form a continuum with the 
Northern English dialect, and not as a separate language as many others had until 
then. Murray also sketched the first dialect map of Scotland that marked the dialect 
border between Scots dialects and HIScE (see Dossena 2005: 130–1). The early 20th 
century saw a rise of interest in vernacular Scots, and books describing Scots usages 
were published. Many of these works were dictionaries explaining Scots words, but 
investigations of Scots dialects and pronunciation such as Grant (1912) also emerged 
(Dossena 2005: 134–5). Even though Scots use in schools and public domains was di-
minishing and there were concerns about its decay, many Scots words retained their 
orthographic uniqueness – and they still do (see e.g. Douglas 2006). What marks the 
problematic status of Scots even today is the fact that it has never developed a stand-
ard form. Orthographic conventions vary across dialects and writers, whereas SSE 
mainly follows the StE system (see, e.g. Douglas 2006: 48).
 As we have seen in this brief account on Scottish linguistic history, throughout its 
history, Scots has been in contact with several languages such as Old Norse, French, 
Dutch, Latin, Gaelic, and most notably English. These languages were brought into 
the country by tradesmen, invaders, rulers and immigrants. Because of this rich con-
tact with many languages, the Scots lexicon has been enriched with loans from these 
languages. Its pronunciation has remained distinct from other dialects of English 
(Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith 2003: 8–9). However, the grammar of Scots pri-
marily follows the conventions of English, but peculiarities exist, for example, in its 
use of modal verbs and relative clauses (Miller 1993, 2008). The distinctions and pecu-
liarities of Scots and ScE conventions have received ever increasing interest from the 
20th century onwards. These will be discussed below in relation to the topic at hand.
11  The Dialect of the Southern Counties of Scotland (1873).
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2.2.1 The Scots language/dialect today 
Today, Scots is mainly a spoken language, but it is gaining new popularity as a liter-
ary language, for example, in poetry, fiction and cartoons. For example, the Scottish 
writer Alexander McCall Smith has written some of his most popular books flavoured 
with Scots lexicon. Scots is actively being revived and since the 1980s it has also been 
a topic of many linguistic studies (e.g., Millar 2007; Macaulay 1991; Macafee 1983). The 
Scottish Parliament Corporate Body (SPCB) recognizes Scots as a language that can 
be used in the Scottish Parliament and committee meetings. The government of the 
United Kingdom recognizes Scots, in the same way as Scottish Gaelic, as a minority 
language in the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. 
As already mentioned, there exist regional varieties of spoken Scots. These dia-
lects are vital and by no means on the verge of extinction. Map 1 illustrates the divi-
sion of these dialects (see, e.g., Smith 2000: 161 and www.scots-online.org).
(i)  Southern Scots is spoken in the southern areas of Scotland.
(ii)  Central Scots is subdivided into East Central, West Central and South Western 
Scots.
(iii) Northern Scots is subdivided between Northern Scots and North Eastern 
Scots.
(iv) Insular Scots is the name for dialects spoken in the islands of Orkney and 
Shetland. This variety has been influenced most notably by Scandinavian lan-
guages.
(v)  Urban Scots refers to the working class dialects of Scots spoken in and around 
the most populated towns and cities, especially Aberdeen, Edinburgh and 
Glasgow12.
(vi) Ulster Scots is spoken in the north of Ireland. 
(vii) Gàidhealtachd. This area of the Highlands and Islands that used to be pre-
dominantly Gaelic speaking until it was replaced by the English language. It is 
the area left blank on Map 1, because it is not a variety of Scots.
12  The dialect of Aberdeen is called “Toonser spik” or “A(i)berdeen”, the dialect of Glasgow is called 
Glaswegian or “the Patter” and the dialect of Edinburgh “Embra”. These urban varieties are mainly dis-
tinguished from StE by their lexicon, pronunciation and grammar (see, e.g., www.scots-online.org; Corbett 
1997: 13–4).
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Map 1. Dialect map of Scotland (from Smith 2000: 161)
According to Aitken (1984b: 521–2), the speakers of Scots and ScE may be divided 
sociolinguistically into four groups according to their accents: the speakers of group 
1 are representatives of the middle-class or “educated” speakers and speak either 
SSE or Educated Scottish Standard English (ESSE). These accents approximate the 
Standard BrE accent. Group 2 consists of middle-class speakers who are mainly from 
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lower middle-class or “respectable working-class”. Their accents have some features 
of covert Scotticisms, but are otherwise close to the standard variety. Group 3 includes 
speakers with an informal working class accent. The most informal Scottish accent, 
often referred to as Broad Scots, is spoken especially by group 4, which mainly con-
sists of elderly rural male speakers. As both Aitken (1984b: 522–3) and Smith (2000: 
162) point out, the above division is not clear-cut, but speakers tend to drift between 
different accents depending on the social situation they are in (see also Douglas 2006: 
45–6; Dossena 2005: 14713).
What makes the situation of Scots interesting is the fact that even the Scottish 
people themselves are sometimes unable to say whether they speak Scots or English, 
because they do not necessarily make a distinction between the two. Therefore, the 
data collectors of the latest census, Scotland’s Census 2011, set up a web-page where 
people can test if they are able to speak, read, understand and/or write Scots (see 
http://www.ayecan.com/scottish_census_2011.html). This was the first time in the his-
tory of collecting data for the Scotland’s Census that the question regarding people’s 
skills in Scots was included, while the question concerning Gaelic-use was included 
for the first time as early as in 188114. The inclusion of the question on Scots in the 
Census of 2011 neatly reflects the growing recognition of this language/dialect.
Figure 2. Screenshot from http://www.ayecan.com/scottish_census_2011.html
13  According to Dossena (2005: 147), not only code-switching and code-mixing, but also code-blending 
could be a factor in the uses of Scots and ScE in social situations. For a further analysis of this see 
Dossena (2005: 147).
14  MacKinnon, K. A. Century on the Census – Gaelic in Twentieth Century Focus. Available at http://www.
arts.gla.ac.uk/STELLA/STARN/lang/GAELIC/focus.htm
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According to the Census 2011 results, the elderly generation (i.e., people aged between 
55 and 74) had the highest proficiency in Scots:  43 per cent of them claimed to be able 
to either read, write, speak and/or understand Scots. On the other hand, nearly the 
whole population is proficient in English. Only 1.2 per cent of the population reported 
that they were not able to speak English well, while a mere 0.2 per cent did not speak 
English at all. 
2.2.2 The Anglicisation of the Highlands and the position of Scottish 
Gaelic today
The Highlands and Islands were Gaelic-speaking until relatively late. However, by 
the beginning of the 18th century, even the remotest Gaelic-speaking areas in north-
ern Scotland faced the importation of first Scots and then the English language (C.I. 
Macafee and C. Ó Baoill 1997: 246, about the contact between Scots and Gaelic see, 
e.g. Millar 2010). The Anglicisation of the Highlands started later than that of the 
Lowlands, where the diglossic situation between Scots and English had already ex-
isted for centuries – which is also the reason why the Lowlands have a longer tradition 
of the English language use. The English language was introduced into the Highlands 
via schooling in its standard form (see e.g. Douglas 2006: 45). It has been argued that 
HIScE, at least in its early stages, followed StE norms closer than the English of the 
Lowlanders (Görlach 2002: 175). Owing to these historical facts, the greatest distinc-
tions between the ScE dialects today still lie on both sides of the Highland Boundary 
Fault. 
Attitudes towards Gaelic have not always been favourable, which has unargu-
ably contributed to its decline and to the rise of English as the primary language in 
the area. For example, in the Statutes of Iona, ratified by the Privy Council in 1609, 
Gaelic is described as a language of barbarity and impoliteness (see Macafee and Ó 
Baoill 1997: 253). Loans from Gaelic to English survive mainly in topographic and 
place names.
Since the days of the Anglicisation the number of Gaelic-speakers has steadily 
decreased, and today English is the majority language of the Highlands and Islands 
as well. The strongholds of Scottish Gaelic are the Hebrides. The 2011 Census shows 
a slight decrease in the number of Gaelic-users, from 1.2% of the population in 2001 
to 1.1% in 2011. For a more detailed description of Scotland’s linguistic past, see, for 
example, McClure (1994), Jones (2002) and Görlach (2002).
2 . 3 D I S T I N C T I V E FE AT U R E S O F S CO T T I S H E N G L I S H
Some sources consider regional Standard Englishes to deviate very little from “the 
main” Standard Englishes, i.e. Standard BrE and AmE, (see, e.g. Quirk et al. 1985). 
Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith (2003: 4) point out that SSE “differs in some fea-
tures of grammar and idiom from those standard varieties of English found south 
of the border, in North America, in Australasia and now elsewhere”. The ScE lexical 
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inventory contains many words that derive from Scots and, as mentioned above, many 
place names and topographic nomenclature are of Gaelic origin. Famous examples 
are, for example, wee (little; small); glen (dale; valley) and loch (lake) (see, e.g. Cox 
2010). ScE pronunciation is perhaps the feature which best distinguishes it from other 
English varieties including Standard BrE. The ScE vowels differ from BrE in their 
length15. Rhoticity is one of the most distinctive features of ScE pronunciation. In ad-
dition, ScE has consonant variants that are different from BrE, for example, [x] as in 
the word loch and [ʍ] for [w] (see, e.g. Maguire 2012). Differences also exist in intona-
tion and prosody. Nonetheless, there is internal variation, as in any dialect/language, 
which is affected by sociolinguistic variables such as gender, situation and social 
class: inter- and intrapersonal social and stylistic differences occur, and many speak-
ers are capable of producing different styles depending on where and with whom they 
are speaking (see Aitken 1984b: 519–23;  Corbett, McClure & Stuart-Smith 2003: 4).
A sociolinguistic change is in progress in Scotland (see, e.g., Stuart-Smith, 
Timmins and Tweedie 2007; Jones 2002). This change manifests itself in dialect lev-
elling16, which means that some of the distinctive pronunciations are weakening (see 
also Maguire 2012). According to Aitken (1984a: 106), the special characteristics of 
Scottish English are becoming rare:
[…] in formal written English the category ‘covert Scotticism’ ceases to exist and 
virtually all its members are disallowed; in other words, as a rule Scots WRITE 
(and speak formally) standard literary English, with at most only a very occasional 
inadvertent ‘covert Scotticism’ and a few ‘overt Scotticisms’.
Aitken’s claims regarding formal written language in Scotland are confirmed in 
Smith’s (2004) study on languages in Scottish newspapers. In Smith’s data, StE con-
ventions are prevalent as opposed to both overt and covert Scotticisms, which are both 
rare. The same applies to Douglas’ (2009) study on Scots lexis in Scottish newspapers: 
Scots words occur, but they are infrequent. Smith (op. cit.) points out that readers find 
written Scots difficult to comprehend without reading it aloud, and therefore SSE is 
the preferred form in the written medium. 
Scotland’s present linguistic situation is as complex as ever. Along with the re-
vival movements and promotion of Scots and Gaelic, new languages have entered the 
country. Since the turn of the 21st century, the massive wave of Polish immigrants to 
Scotland has brought the Polish language and Polish learners of the English language 
to the urban centres of Scotland (see, e.g. Meyerhoff and Schleef 2013). In Scotland’s 
Census 2011, 1.1 per cent of the population (i.e. 54,000 people aged three or older) 
reported speaking Polish at home, which was the same figure as for Scots, while the 
percentage of Gaelic-speakers was lower: 0.5%. 
15  Features of the Scottish Vowel-length Rule (SVLR), also called Aitken’s law, are heard in certain pho-
nological environments, for example, [lif] leaf, [bit] beat and [fil] feel (Aitken 1984a: 98–102).
16  In dialect levelling, the distinctive features (of phonology, grammar and vocabulary) of traditional 
dialects are ironed out as they move towards the standard form of the language. The main reasons for 
dialect levelling are historical-linguistic as well as social and psychological factors.
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In like manner, multiple language contacts have shaped English south of the 
Scottish border into its present-day forms. Over the centuries, for example, Anglo-
Saxon, Latin, Celtic, French and Scandinavian languages have added their flavour to 
English. As pointed out by Gramley and Pätzold (2004: 227), today BrE is not just one 
entity, but encompasses many traditional dialects. Because many of these dialects 
have developed in isolation, they are distinct in their lexis, pronunciation, morphol-
ogy and syntax. The codification of the English language started in the 18th century, 
and it gradually developed a standard form particularly in writing, which we know 
today as standard BrE (see, e.g. Bex and Watts 1999; Davis 1999). The majority of the 
British population speak English, but there are numerous minority languages that 
have either existed in the British Isles for centuries, i.e. Celtic languages, or have 
been brought by immigrants, especially from the Commonwealth countries and more 
latterly from Eastern Europe. As a result, Britain has high linguistic diversity. Tens 
of community languages exist and they demand attention from the authorities and 
educators.
The spread of English to the different parts of the British Isles has not been simul-
taneous, nor similar in nature. For example, in Wales, another formerly Celtic-speaking 
part of Britain, the English language became the official language in the mid-sixteenth 
century along with the Acts of Union in 1536 and 1546. However, the shift from Welsh 
to English was gradual and conditioned by social class. It was only along the 19th cen-
tury industrialization that the Welsh “working class became increasingly Anglicized”, 
resulting in decline of Welsh (see Filppula 2006: 511; Paulasto 2006: 28). Today, Wales 
is bilingual, and the use of Welsh is supported and promoted by the authorities, who 
have set up a Welsh language strategy 2012 to 2017, which encourages and facilitates eve-
ryday use of Welsh (see http://gov.wales/topics/welshlanguage/policy/living/?lang=en). 
Nonetheless, English is clearly the dominant language. Likewise, Celtic minority lan-
guages are recognized in England. Cornish and Manx are among the Celtic languages in 
the British Isles. Cornish, for example, seems to have survived near death, and is being 
actively revived as a community language (Renkó-Michelsén 2013). 
Because of its close contact with the Irish language, another Celtic language, IrE17 
is the closest variety to ScE of the English varieties discussed in this work. The lin-
guistic history of Ireland is in some ways parallel to that of Scotland.  According to 
Kallen (2012: 26), languages that pre-date English include Irish (a Celtic language), 
Latin and Scandinavian languages. English was first introduced to Ireland in the 12th 
century, which was, however, followed by “an era of Gaelicsation”, during which Gaelic 
regained its earlier position as a majority language. English and Scottish colonists 
settled across Ireland in the 16th and 17th centuries and rapidly Anglicized the coun-
try (as well as Scotticized parts of Northern Ireland). Today, English is the dominant 
language in the Republic of Ireland as well as in Northern Ireland. In the Republic 
of Ireland some 5% of the population still speak Irish as their first or main language, 
whereas Ulster Scots retains a strong position in Northern Ireland (Kallen 2012; see 
also Filppula 2006; Hickey 2007: 52).
17  IrE is also called Hiberno-English and Anglo-Irish.
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In sum, this chapter has briefly described the linguistic situation in Scotland, 
which is by no means simple. Although ScE is the main linguistic medium in pre-
sent-day Scotland, regional Scots dialects are vital, as well as Scottish Gaelic in the 
sparsely-populated Western Isles. In addition, new languages are entering the coun-
try. As the historical facts show, Scots used to be a language in its own right, in both 
the spoken and written forms. The latter, however, subsequently became assimilated 
to the English language. In the next chapter, I will focus on the topic of this study – 
relative clauses – and the development of the relativization systems in Scots and ScE. 
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3 Relativization strategies in 
English and Scots 
This chapter introduces the topic under discussion: the structure and the use of rela-
tive clauses in English. Section 3.2 presents a detailed summary of the development 
of relativizer use in Scots from the late 14th century until modern-day spoken Scots 
and ScE in order to provide a historical backdrop to the study at hand. Section 3.3 
discusses relativization strategies in varieties of English, and section 3.4 draws atten-
tion to distinct patterns of relativization in speech and writing.
3.1 R E L AT I V I Z AT I O N I N S T E A N D T H E S T R U C T U R E O F T H E 
R E L AT I V E C L AU S E
Relative clauses are subordinate sentence structures which postmodify the preceding 
noun phrase(s), and are introduced by relative markers (as explained in chapter 1, I 
will also use the terms relativizer and relative to refer to relative markers through-
out this work). According to Quirk et al. (1985: 365), relativizers have a “double role”. 
They refer anaphorically to an antecedent in the matrix clause as well as function as 
an element of the relative clause at the same time. As Biber et al. (1999: 608) explain, 
there are three major components in a relative clause: the antecedent (also called the 
head noun), the relativizer, and the syntactic function of the relativizer in the relative 
clause (also called the gap). A relativizer may function as the subject, object, adverbial 
or predicative complement of the relative clause. It may also function as a preposi-
tional complement and have other syntactic roles as well: a relativizer may function 
as a relative determinative, partitive or possessive. The main function of a relative 
clause is to postmodify the head noun, that is, to make the reference to it explicit. 
(1)  Our car, which was stolen last week, has been found. 
In example (1) our car is the antecedent and the relative clause is introduced by the 
relativizer which. Which functions as a relative pronoun referring to the antecedent the 
car, and at the same time it takes the syntactic function of the subject in the relative 
clause. Sentence (1) can be rephrased in the following way:
(2) Our car was stolen last week. It has been found.
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 366, 1248), relative pronouns are divided into two groups. 
The first group comprises the wh-items (who, whom, whose, which) and they can operate 
both in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses. The main difference between 
restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses is that the former identify the referent, 
whereas the latter provide additional information or modify a proper noun (for more 
exact definitions see below). The second group, which consists of that and the zero rela-
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tivizer (i.e. the instances when the relativizer is “omitted” and there is no overt relativ-
izer in the relative clause), only occur in restrictive relative clauses in StE. The adverbs 
where, when and why also function as relative markers, that is to say, as relative adverbs 
(see, for example, Biber et al. 1999: 608). Where and when occur in both restrictive and 
non-restrictive relative clauses, whereas why is used only in restrictive relative clauses. 
However, a preposition + which, that or zero often substitute relative adverbs. All the 
above-mentioned relative markers are investigated in this study.
Of the above-mentioned relative pronouns that is the most versatile in its use. 
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1248), that differs from the wh-series by not having 
a gender marking, objective or genitive form. Granted that none of the relative pro-
nouns make any distinction between person and number, there are specific func-
tions reserved for the wh-items; nominative who and accusative whom always refer to 
animate beings, typically humans, while which refers to inanimate objects. However, 
sometimes speakers refer to animals they are emotionally attached to by who. In con-
trast, human babies are sometimes referred to with which. Possessive whose, on the 
other hand, may be used for both animate and inanimate entities. 
In complex relative clauses, i.e. when there are multiple phrases or clauses be-
tween the head noun and the relative pronoun, the wh-relatives are the preferred 
choice (3). That is typically used with simple antecedents, i.e. when the antecedent 
consists of a determiner + head, (4). The zero relativizer is preferred when the rela-
tive clause is simple and short (5) (see Quirk et al. 1985: 1251–2). Examples (3)–(5) are 
from Quirk et al. (1985: 1252):
(3) I have interests outside my immediate work and its problems which I find 
satisfying. 
(4) I’ll take you to the building that all elderly university teachers prefer. 
(5) Who’s drunk the milk Ø I bought?
Relative clauses are divided into nominal, sentential and adnominal relative clauses 
(see Quirk et al. 1985: 1244–5). Nominal relative clauses (6) are introduced by a wh-
relativizer, which is independent and functions as a clause element. 
(6) He did whatever he pleased. 
As Quirk et al. (1985: 1244) point out, nominal relative clauses are special in the sense 
that “they ‘contain’ their antecedent”. Their structure is therefore markedly different 
from that of adnominal relative clauses. I have decided to exclude nominal relative 
clauses from the present study, because their structure does not allow similar catego-
rization than that of the adnominal relative clauses. 
On the other hand, sentential relative clauses (7) refer to a whole sentence or a group 
of sentences, and are typically introduced by which. Sentential relative clauses are in 
some ways similar to nominal relative clauses and, on the other hand, to coordinate claus-
es (8) (see Quirk et al. 1985: 1245). Sentential relative clauses are dependent on the context 
in the same way as adnominal relative clauses, and they always require an antecedent.
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(7) She enjoys hunting, which upsets her mother. 
(8) She enjoys hunting, and that upsets her mother. 
Whereas Quirk et al. (ibid.) and Biber et al. (ibid.) consider sentential relative clauses 
as a category of their own, in Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1035) they are lumped 
together with other non-restrictive relative clauses under the category of supplemen-
tary relative clauses18. According to Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1035), the anaphoric 
reference of a supplementary relative clause is therefore not restricted to a single 
antecedent, but the relativizer may refer to a whole sentence or a group of sentences. 
This categorisation creates a problem for the current study, because the antecedent 
is not a single entity of which the gender type or definiteness may be determined. 
Also, when a whole sentence functions as an antecedent in a relative clause, it is not 
possible to identify the antecedent’s syntactic role in a relative clause, which is also 
crucial in this study. In traditional English grammar19 (see, e.g., Jespersen 1927; Quirk 
et al. 1985) the reference of a non-restrictive relative clause is limited to the preced-
ing noun phrase and cannot be extended to a whole sentence or a series of several 
sentences as in sentential relative clauses. Thus, the categorisation of relative clauses 
into restrictive and non-restrictive is used in the present investigation, and sentential 
relative clauses are therefore excluded from the study. 
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1245), adnominal relative clauses are the focal type 
of relative clauses, and therefore also the focus of the present study. As mentioned 
above, adnominal relative clauses are divided into restrictive (9) and non-restrictive 
(10), depending on whether the information they provide about the antecedent is ob-
ligatory for its identification or not, respectively. 
(9) The newspaper that I read is now in the bin. 
(10) The Times, which is a popular newspaper, reported about the backpacker’s 
death. 
As example (9) shows, in a restrictive relative clause the relativizer is closely con-
nected to the antecedent, and necessary for identifying the head of the clause. In other 
words, the relativizer in a restrictive relative clause limits the scope of the subtypes. 
In a non-restrictive relative clause, on the other hand, the information that the rela-
tive clause carries is not required for the identification of the antecedent. Hence, a 
non-restrictive relative clause provides the hearer or reader with additional and/or 
explicatory information, as in example (10). Unlike restrictive relative clauses, non-
restrictive relative clauses are usually separated from the rest of the sentence with 
18  Huddleston and Pullum’s (2002) division of relative clauses is somewhat different in comparison to 
Quirk et al. (1985). The category closely resembling non-restrictive relative clauses is called supplemen-
tary relative clauses and the category resembling restrictive relative clauses is called integrated relative 
clauses. Nominal relative clauses are called fused relative clauses.
19  Term “traditional grammar” here refers to descripitive representation of grammar as opposed to ap-
proaches such as generative and transformational grammar within structural linguistics.
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punctuation, typically with commas and sometimes with hyphen(s) or parentheses. 
In speech they are indicated by a pause or a tone unit boundary. The following factors 
delimit the choice of relativizers (see Quirk et al. 1985: 1247–8):
First, the choice depends on whether the relative clause is necessary (11) or un-
necessary (12) in order to identify the antecedent. All relativizers occur freely in 
restrictive relative clauses (11), while in StE only the wh-relativizers occur in non-
restrictive clauses (12). 
(11) This is the shop Ø he bought it from.
(12) The man, who bought the book, is my uncle.
Secondly, the humanness of antecedent, i.e. whether it is human/personal (13), inani-
mate/non-personal (14) or collective (15), delimits the choice.
(13) The girl who/that plays the guitar is my cousin.
(14) This is a photo of the house that/which burned down.
(15) The couple who/that got married five weeks ago are now filing for divorce.
Thirdly, the syntactic function of the relativizer also contributes to the choice. As 
mentioned above, the relativizer may function as a subject (16), object (17), adverbial 
(18) or predicative complement (19) (examples from Quirk et al. 1985: 1248–9).
(16) They are delighted with the person who/that has been appointed. 
(17) They are delighted with the person who(m)/that we have appointed. 
(18) I make cakes the way in which/that/Ø my mother made them. 
(19) This is not the type of modern house which my own is. 
Relativizers occur most frequently as subjects. According to Biber et al. (621–2), sub-
ject function is easier to process than other syntactic functions. The clause element 
is not in its typical position when the relativizer functions as an object or adverb, and 
these functions are therefore more difficult to process than subjects (see Biber et al. 
op. cit.). Which, who and that are often used as subject relatives, whereas the zero rela-
tivizer is not allowed in this function in StE. As will be discussed later, zero subject 
is a common feature of dialectal English.
With regard to the relativizer use in object function, it is direct rather than indi-
rect objects that are relativized (see, e.g., Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1044; Keenan 
and Comrie 1977; Herrmann 2003, 2005). All relativizers, except whose, may occur as 
objects. In StE the relativizer who is avoided in personal object position, because this 
usage is considered colloquial. At the same time whom may sound too formal to some 
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speakers. Speakers may also use whom incorrectly or they do not have it in their rep-
ertoire at all. The relative markers that and zero therefore often substitute who and 
whom in this function, see example (20). 
(20) He is a person that/Ø/whom/who I can trust. 
As pointed out by Westin and Geisler (2002: 144), “time and place adverbials are used 
for spatial and temporal reference to the actual physical setting of the discourse”. 
Relative adverbs are frequently replaced with applicable relatives in adverbial phras-
es. The locative adverbial where and the temporal adverbial when are often replaced by 
that, zero or preposition + which, while the reason adverbial why may be substituted by 
that or zero. According to Biber et al. (1999: 625), where is the most frequent adverbial 
relativizer, followed by when and why. As Biber et al. (1999: 624) point out, “there is 
no relative adverb for manner adverbials”, see example (21). The antecedent way is 
usually relativized by zero, and that and in which are also used.
(21) *the way how she did it.
Relative clauses functioning as predicative complements (see example 19 above) are 
not a high-frequency phenomenon, and probably because of this not discussed in 
detail in the literature, for example, in Quirk et al. (1985).
By contrast, prepositional complementation of relative clauses is common and 
used when the relativizer is either in subject, object or adverbial function. Preposition 
+ which is favoured in formal written discourse, whereas this usage is atypical in 
colloquial language use. In speech, prepositions are typically stranded (Quirk et al. 
1985: 1253). This distinction also reflects the fact that relative clauses are able to cre-
ate stylistic differences between different genres and registers, for example, between 
formal and informal as well as between speech and writing. When which functions as 
a complement of a preposition the choice is either to place the preposition before the 
relativizer which, whom or whose (22a), also called pied-piping, or defer the preposi-
tion to the end of the sentence (22b), which is called stranding of the preposition. With 
that and zero the only option is to place the preposition at the end of the clause (22c). 
Examples (22a–c) are from Quirk et al. (1985: 1252).
(22) a. the table under which the boy crawled 
 b. the table which the boy crawled under 
 c. the table that/Ø the boy crawled under 
Irrespective of the relativizer and the placement of the preposition, all sentences 
(22a–c) have the meaning the boy crawled under the table. As Quirk et al. (1985: 1156) 
point out, multi-word verbs (i.e. prepositional and phrasal verbs) can take either ad-
verbial or object function. Depending on the interpretation, either choice is possible, 
as can be seen in the alternative analyses that can be given for the example (23) (see 
Quirk et al. 1985: 1156). 
(23) She looked after her son. 
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Analysis 1 of the sentence (23) states that the verb looked is followed by an adverbial 
phrase after her son. On the other hand, in Analysis 2 the prepositional verb looked after 
is followed by the object her son. Both of these analyses correspond to the sentence She 
tended her son. I have decided to adopt Analysis 2 in my treatment of prepositional verbs, 
also called Type I in Quirk et al. (1985: 1156). As Quirk et al. (op. cit.) point out, by choos-
ing this alternative the unclarity between intransitive and transitive reading is avoided.
A relativizer may also function as a determinative in an adnominal relative clause, 
but this function is rare. Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 398–9) maintain that relative 
determinatives can only occur in nominal (24) and non-restrictive relative clauses 
(25). Which, typically with a fronted preposition, is the most frequent relative deter-
minative in non-restrictive relative clauses. Relative determinatives typically occur 
with general nouns, locative or temporal expressions (see Quirk et al. 1985: 1259). 
(24) We can use what/whatever/which/whichever edition you want. (Huddleston 
and Pullum 2002: 398)
(25) In 1960 he came to London, in which city he has lived ever since. (Quirk et 
al. 1985: 1259)
Possessive functions are realized by whose or of which in StE (examples 26a and 26b 
are adopted from Quirk et al. 1985: 1249): 
(26) a. The house whose roof was damaged… 
 b. The house of which the roof was damaged…
Option 26 a. would be the normal choice, because the option b. may sound overly for-
mal and clumsy for most speakers. As mentioned above, whose may refer to animate 
and inanimate antecedents, whereas of which is used only with inanimate anteced-
ents. In spoken English that + possessive pronoun may substitute whose (see discus-
sion on relativizer use in Scots/ScE in section 3.2.3 below).
Partitive function is generally rare, but it is frequent with relativizer whom (27), 
and also used sometimes with which:
(27) These are the candidates, many of whom have friends in high places.
Next, I will briefly discuss the structure of it-cleft sentences in the current context. 
Since they have a controversial position among relative clauses, I will explain why 
they are included in my study.
It-cleft sentences: relative clauses or not?
Grammarians of English have different views on whether the sentence that postmodi-
fies an it-cleft sentence should be regarded as a relative clause or not. While Biber et 
al. (1999) and Quirk et al. (1985) do not consider this postmodifying clause as a relative 
clause on the basis of the structure of the it-cleft sentence, Huddleston and Pullum 
(2002) include it-clefts in their description of relative clauses (see also Dekeyser et 
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al. 1987). Investigations into relativization strategies in English treat it-clefts with a 
similar polarity. It must be noted that there exist also other types of cleft sentences, 
namely pseudo-cleft sentences20 (also called wh-cleft sentences) and reversed pseu-
do-/wh-cleft sentences. However, since these are structurally farther removed from 
both it-clefts and “ordinary” relative clauses, I will concentrate here only on it-clefts. 
It-cleft sentences have the following structure (see Hedberg 1990: 35):
(28) Cleft pronoun + copula + clefted constituent + cleft clause:
 It                  is            the woman             who buys the house.
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1383), a cleft sentence is divided into two clauses, both 
of which have their own verb. A cleft sentence contains a focused element (underlined 
in the examples) and it is followed by a dependent clause:
(29) It (an empty theme) + verb be + focused element + dependent clause 
 It                is   his callousness      that I shall ignore.
Biber et al. (1999: 959) maintain that the focused element is followed by “a relative-
like dependent clause … whose last element receives normal end-focus”. Quirk et al. 
(1985: 1386) follow the same line of thought and state that “[t]he second clause in a cleft 
sentence is obviously similar in structure to a restrictive relative clause, and yet there 
are considerable differences.” In this approach the verb be is considered a “dummy” 
and the focused element is the subject of the clause which is followed by the predicate. 
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 349), it in a cleft sentence has less meaning in compari-
son to “empty” or “prop” it21. In contrast, Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1416) argue that 
[i]t-cleft clauses have it as the subject of the matrix be clause, with the relative 
clause appearing in extranuclear position at the end. The it in subject function can 
be thought of as a place-holder for the variable, which is defined in a relative clause 
that is not syntactically part of the subject. 
In like manner, Collins (1991: 1707) considers that the focused element, which he 
calls the highlighted element, is followed by a (restrictive) relative clause (see also 
Hedberg 1990: 35): 
It (subject) + verb be (copula) + focused element (predicative complement) + restric-
tive relative clause.
20  Pseudo-cleft sentences, which contain a nominal relative clause, are not discussed here, but the inter-
ested reader is directed to, e.g. Quirk (1985: 1387–1389).
21  According to Quirk et al. (1985: 348–349), prop-it typically occurs in expressions of “time, distance or 
atmospheric conditions”, e.g. It’s two o’clock.
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Cleft sentences allow fronting of a variety of clause elements, the scope of which 
is slightly broader than typically allowed for the antecedents in relative clauses 
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1417). The fronted element receives a particular focus, 
which in speech is indicated by a stress in intonation. In addition to the functions 
that a relativizer may take in an ordinary relative clause, in an it-cleft sentence it may 
function as an object complement (30) or an adverbial of reason (31). 
(30) It’s dark green that we’ve painted the kitchen. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1385).
(31) It was because they were frightened, he thought, that they had grown so 
small. (Biber et al. 1999: 959).
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1385), example (32) below is not a relative clause, be-
cause the antecedent “contains” a prepositional phrase: 
(32) It was at the dance that John wore a white suit last night.
However, instances such as this occur with it-clefts in the present data. Similar in-
stances occur also with zero relatives (33) and adverbial relatives where and when, 
with which they are very frequent. It is therefore possible that the use of this con-
struction is reserved for certain types of relative clause, i.e. those modifying it-clefts 
as well as adverbial relative clauses relativized by zero, where and when.
(33) Five fiddlers from South Ayrshire received a standing ovation from EU 
bigshots at a Brussels Burns Supper Ø they played last month. (LSSE, Ayr 
Advertiser)
As discussed above, the general view holds that in relative clauses the preposition is 
either pied-piped or stranded, but no mention is made of its being part of the antecedent.
One of the counterarguments in the literature for not categorising the postmodi-
fying clause of an it-cleft sentence as a relative clause is that they allow the use of 
proper noun antecedents with restrictive reference (see, e.g. Quirk et al. 1985: 1387), 
as in example (34): 
(34) The crowds were down a little on previous years for Wednesday’s Galway 
Plate but, whether it was the Guinness Hurdle or Ladies Day that attracted 
them, punters certainly thronged the course yesterday. (ICE-Ireland, ICE 
Press news S\ W2C-018 City Tribune Galway)
According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1239), similar usage of proper noun antecedents in rela-
tive clauses is reserved for non-restrictive relative clauses. They (op. cit.: 1242) maintain 
that non-restrictive relative clauses are separated from the matrix clause either by 
punctuation or a change in intonation, while restrictive relative clauses are not. As ex-
ample (34) shows, in it-cleft sentences proper noun antecedents are not separated from 
the main clause by punctuation. However, there are numerous instances in the present 
study and earlier investigations on relativizer use that neither non-restrictive wh- nor 
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that -relative clauses are marked off by punctuation. Many of these cases involve the 
use of antecedents that are proper nouns (see, e.g., Sigley 1997, Tottie and Lehmann 
1999). Therefore, if we take into account that proper nouns rather often occur in relative 
clauses without overt punctuation (despite the prescriptive rules assigned to them), and 
also with the relativizer that (which is the most frequent relativizer in it-cleft sentences), 
we cannot definitely claim that it-clefts are not followed by a relative clause. 
Another feature that Quirk et al. (1985: 1387) argue to be possible with it-clefts but 
not with relative clauses, is the omission of that as a subject (35). These cases are rare 
in written English, but occur in spoken English dialects (see, e.g., Herrmann 2003; 
Tagliamonte et al. 2005).
(35) It was the President himself Ø spoke to me. 
In addition, dependent clauses starting with a wh-word are rare with clefts, while in 
written registers the wh-relatives are the most common relativizers. As seen above, 
relative clauses following it-clefts typically start with that. Quirk et al. (1985: 1387) also 
point out that the wh-words cannot modify it-clefts if they have an adjunct as a clefted 
element (36). However, use of that as a linking word does not present a similar problem. 
(36) *It was because he was ill which we decided to return. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1387) 
In addition to the features discussed above, it-clefts typically show contrast:
(37) And now an inside source has revealed that it is back office staff, not those 
who deal directly with the public, that are under threat. (LSSE, Border 
Telegraph)
Especially in written language there is a potential for ambiguity between relative 
clauses and it-clefts, because the intonation is not clear. This is illustrated by Quirk 
et al. (1985: 1387):
(38) a. It is the DÓG I gave the WÁTer to. (cleft sentence)
 b. It/that was the dog I gave the WÁTer to. (relative clause)
Based on the evidence provided by the present data, investigations on dialectal speech 
and the arguments put forward by Huddleston and Pullum (2002), I have included it-
clefts in my analysis of relative clauses. The structure of relative clauses postmodify-
ing it-clefts and ordinary relative clauses is the same, which is the main argument for 
their inclusion in the database. According to Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber et al. (1999), 
the major difference between it-clefts and restrictive relative clauses is the use of 
adjuncts (see example 31) and proper nouns as antecedents. Since the distinctions are 
limited to these two functions, of which at least the latter occurs in both speech and 
writing, these cannot be used as crucial points to differentiate between postmodifying 
clauses in cleft sentences and those considered strictly relative clauses. In like man-
ner, relativizers differ in their use and have functions that other relativizers cannot 
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fill, for example, who and which, which both have gender distinction. A brief analysis 
of it-cleft sentences postmodified by a relative clause is given in section 5.9.3. 
Existential sentences as relative clauses
Although the rhetorical function of existential sentences is rather similar to those of it-
clefts, their postmodifying clauses seem to fit into the category of relative clauses more 
comfortably than those of it-clefts (Quirk et al. 1985: 1406; Biber et al. 1999). Existential 
sentences are often included in studies on relativization strategies (e.g., Herrmann 
200322; Tagliamonte et al. 2005; Sigley 1997), but because their frequencies are low they 
are usually not investigated as a separate category (see, e.g. Sigley 1997: 136).
The basic function of existential there is to provide novel information or to “intro-
duce new elements into the discourse” (Biber et al. 1999: 951; Quirk et al. 1985: 1402). 
Unlike locative there existential there is unstressed and behaves “in most ways like 
the subject of the clause” (Quirk et al. 1985: 1405). Existential there is clearly more fre-
quent in written genres in comparison to locative there, while the latter occurs more 
frequently in conversation (Biber et al. 1999: 948). The typical structure of an exis-
tential sentence is there + be + indefinite NP (+ place or time adverbial) (see example 
(39)). The noun phrase in the existential sentence may also be definite, in which case 
the noun phrase refers to something that is already known (see example (40)). The 
definite noun phrase may also provide new information, an answer to an existential 
question, be a proper noun, or the noun phrase can be determined by the absolute 
superlative (Quirk et al. 1985: 1404–5 note [a]).
(39) There are no problems that I can see, but you never know till it’s all signed. 
(HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(40) In addition, there would be the accommodation units which could 
be rented primarily to students at North Highland College UGI and the 
Environmental Research Institute. (LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and 
Caithness Courier)
There is the grammatical subject of the existential clause, because “it is placed before 
the verb in declarative clauses and can be used in question tags” (Biber et al. 1999: 
944). According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1403), the subject of the original clause is called 
a notional subject. As discussed above, the notional subject is usually an indefinite 
noun phrase, and it is the element that the relativizer refers to. 
The difference between grammatical and notional subject is illustrated by Quirk 
et al. (1985: 1403):
subject + (auxiliaries) + be + predication
~ there + (auxiliaries) + be + subject + predication
22  Herrmann studied relativization in six varieties of spoken (dialectal) English in Central Midlands, Central 
North, Central Southwest, East Anglia, Nothern Ireland and Scotland (see Herrmann 2003 and 2005).
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The point of view of Huddleston and Pullum (2002) is different from Quirk et al. (1985). 
They call the notional subject “displaced subject”, which is “an internal complement of 
the verb that is not syntactically a subject but corresponds semantically to the subject” 
of the corresponding sentence (example (41) from Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1391):
(41) a. Several windows were open. 
 b. There were several windows open.
Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 241, 1391) consider the dummy there to be a pronoun 
and thus the actual subject of the existential sentence. Therefore several windows in 
the above example functions as what Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1391) call “the 
predicand” of the sentence, while open is the predicative complement applying to the 
noun phrase. Notional subjects are often postmodified by prepositional phrases, infini-
tive clauses and relative clauses, and these sentence structures may be called complex 
existential clauses (Biber et al. 1999: 949; Quirk et al. 1985: 1406–8). Biber et al. (1999: 949) 
report that in news approximately five per cent of notional subjects are followed by a 
relative clause, whereas in academic writing the corresponding figure is ten per cent. 
Existential clauses with infinitive clause postmodifiers may resemble rather for-
mal sounding relative clauses:
(42) At last there was something to write about home. ~ At last there was some-
thing about which to write home. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1407)
As with it-cleft sentences, the subject relativizer of an existential clause may be omitted:
(43) There’s a man lives in China. ~ *I know a man lives in China. (Quirk et al. 
1985: 1407)
Another similarity with cleft sentences is that the two parts of the existential sentence 
may have a different tense:
(44) There were some paintings that were admired by everyone. (Quirk et al. 
1985: 1407)
In addition, existential relative clause may be used for emphasis, especially some-
thing negative:
(45) There’s nothing I can do about it. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1407)
Existential sentences occur with other verbs than be, for example, with have, exist and 
seem. For a more comprehensive list of possible verbs see Quirk et al. (1985: 1408). 
Have-existential sentences may also be followed by a relative clause (example 46) 
(Quirk et al. 1985: 1413):
(46) I’ve something I’ve been meaning to say to you. 
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The structure in example (46) does not occur in the present data, and is therefore not 
discussed here any further. For more information about the structure of existential 
sentences see, for instance, Quirk et al. (1985: 1411–4).
Although existential and it-cleft sentences “deviate” from the “normal” sentence 
structure introducing new information as their predicative complement and having a 
notional subject (in the case of existential sentences), the structure of the postmodify-
ing clause is same as that of an ordinary relative clause. For this reason, I have includ-
ed both it-cleft and existential sentences in the analysis of the present data. The use 
of existential sentences in the present data will be discussed further in section 5.9.2.
3. 2 D E V E LO PM E N T O F T H E R E L AT I V I Z AT I O N S T R AT E G I E S I N 
S CO T S A N D S C E
Next, in order to set a historical background to the present study, the development of 
the Scots and ScE relativization systems in relation to the southern BrE relativization 
system will be discussed in detail. This chapter illuminates the diachronic changes 
that have taken place in Scots and ScE syntax over the centuries, and describes how 
the Scots relativization strategies have converged closer to the English system. This 
chapter also seeks to bring together the findings of the previous studies, because a 
proper representation of these diachronic changes is still lacking.
The history of the Scots language is divided into two main periods: Older Scots 
(OS), 1100–1700, and Modern Scots, from 1700 onwards (Aitken 1985). The turn of the 
18th century stands as a natural divider of the OS and Modern Scots periods. As dis-
cussed in chapter 2, the unification of Scotland and England (the Act of Union 1707) 
meant that the English language became the principal linguistic medium of Scotland, 
which now became part of the United Kingdom of Great Britain. 
The OS period is grouped into the following subcategories: Pre-literary Scots (PlS); 
Early Scots (ES) and Middle Scots (MS), which again is divided into Early Middle Scots 
(EMS) and Late Middle Scots (LMS)23. The OS morphology and syntax including relative 
pronouns and clauses have been studied, for example, by King (1997), Moessner (1997) 
and Meurman-Solin (1997, 2000, 2003), while the relativization patterns in ES and EMS 
writing have been described in detail by Caldwell (1974) and Romaine (1982), respec-
tively. As we approach the current era, there is a lack of research on the relativization 
strategies during the LMS period and the early centuries of the Modern Scots period. 
In addition, we also lack information about some important syntactic changes that have 
taken place between the 18th and the mid-20th centuries, as will become clear when I dis-
cuss the relevant period in relation to relativization strategies in modern Scots and SSE 
(see below). As mentioned in chapter 1, relativization strategies in spoken Scots dialects 
in the late 20th and early 21st centuries have been investigated, for example, by Macaulay 
(1991), Macafee (1983; 2011), Romaine (1985), Herrmann (2003) and Tagliamonte et al. 
(2005). Romaine (1980) also briefly discusses relativization in written ScE.
23  Kopaczyk (2013) has proposed two alternative periodizations for Scots, which, however, concern the 
internal division of the OS period.
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Relativization strategies in Scots and ScE have developed somewhat independent-
ly in comparison to Standard BrE, in which the adoption of relativization strategies 
may have followed Latin and French models of subordination (Mustanoja 1960; King 
1997). OS was influenced by, for example, Latin, French and Scandinavian languages, 
and native elements existed, for example, in the use of the plural relativizer (the) 
quhilkis. The orthographic forms of OS and English were rather different, and the OS 
relativizers had different spellings than their English counterparts. Scots spelling 
conventions were not standardised during the OS period, and consequently the or-
thographic and/or phonological forms of all the relativizers vary to some extent across 
texts (see section 3.2.2 below).
Peculiarities in the use of relative clauses existed and still continue to exist in 
Scots and ScE, just as in any non-standard variety of English. It has to be noted that 
the earliest texts investigated with regard to relativizer use in Scots date back to 137524, 
i.e. the ES period which coincides with the EME era. Consequently, we have to start 
the investigation of the Scots/ScE relative system from a later period in comparison to 
StE, of which written records date back to the OE period, which extends until c. 1100. 
I will next discuss the main characteristics of the OS relativization. After this, the 
relativization strategies in ES and MS will be looked into in detail, because there is 
extensive data available from these periods. Finally, the main features of Modern spo-
ken Scots and ScE relativization strategies will be explained. In these sections I will 
provide examples of usages as presented in the source material. Textual information 
about the text from which the example is taken is provided in a relevant footnote, if 
it has been available in the source material. 
3.2.1 Relativization in the early period of Older Scots
As in present-day English, OS relative clauses are divided into adnominal25, nomi-
nal and sentential. The OS relativizers already established many of their present-
day functions in both restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses (Moessner 1997: 
145–8; for a more detailed account about these functions see Moessner 1997; Caldwell 
1974). Two groups of relative markers, namely that and at, and the quh-forms (i.e. 
quhilk, quha and quhom, which correspond to the present-day wh-relativizers which, 
who and whom), are attested in OS. In addition to these, relativizer omission occurs in 
texts that originate from this period (King 1997: 171). All OS relativizers are capable 
of referring to human and non-human antecedents, except for quham, which usually 
refers to human antecedents (King 1997: 172–3). In addition, all relativizers are used 
in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses, although the restrictive functions 
are more numerous (Caldwell 1974: 13). Caldwell (1974: 13) points out that the unsys-
tematic punctuation in OS texts creates challenges for establishing definite distinc-
tions between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses. As pointed out above, 
researchers of present-day English are faced with this same problem. That and at 
24  The Brus, also known as the Bruce (see, e.g. Caldwell 1974: 8 and http://www.scotslanguage.com/).
25  Moessner calls adnominal relative clauses attributive relative clauses (1997: 143).
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predominate in restrictive relative clauses and are generally more frequent than the 
quh-relatives, which primarily occur in non-restrictive relative clauses. King (1997: 
173) points out that sentential relative clauses are realised with quhilk (47), while no 
mention is made of whether that and at are capable of heading sentential relative 
clauses in OS.
(47) Thairto ane borrow he fand That wrangouslie the scheip did hald the breid; 
Quhilk he denyit26
The relativizers that and at 
The OE (–1100) relative pronouns are the indeclinable Þe and forms of the se para-
digm (i.e. nominative demonstratives se, seo and Þœt). The OS indeclinable relativizer 
derives from the OE neuter nominative/accusative demonstrative Þœt. According to 
King (1997: 172), the use of the relativizer at (counterpart of that/who) dates back to 
Old Norse (ON), and is therefore not an abbreviated form of the OE that, but of distinct 
origin. On the other hand, Caldwell (1974: 31) suggests that while at may initially be 
of ON origin, its modern use originates most likely from its fusion with a “worndown” 
that. She also points out that at (as a conjunction and a relativizer) is still heard in 
spoken Scots and “modern northern English dialect”, although in written Scots its use 
started to decline after the sixteenth century.  
McClure (1994: 54) provides an overview of the ES use of that/at: “[t]hat/at is found 
with personal, non-personal and indefinite subjects, in restrictive and non-restrictive 
clauses, as subject and as direct object of the relative clause”. In addition, they are 
used in adverbial, prepositional complement and copulative complement functions 
(see Caldwell 1974; Moessner 1997). As in ME (1100–1475), typical antecedents with 
OS that/at are pronominals and superlatives. Whereas McClure (1994) and Moessner 
(1997) treat that and at as the same relativizer, Caldwell (1974: 27–8) considers them 
separately in her study, and her data shows that the instances of that clearly outnum-
ber at in ES texts. At occurs mainly in restrictive relative clauses, while that is common 
in both types of adnominal relative clauses. 
An interesting distinction emerges in the uses of restrictive vs. non-restrictive 
that. In literary texts that is frequent in both restrictive and non-restrictive relative 
clauses (the former is more frequent though), while in record and official prose it 
is common in restrictive relative clauses, but uncommon in non-restrictive relative 
clauses (Caldwell 1974: 27–8, 72–3). Concurrently, (the) quhilk(is) emerges as a non-
restrictive relativizer (see discussion below). These findings suggest that the distinc-
tions in the uses of that and (the) quhilk(is) with regard to restrictiveness and the type 
of register in which they occur are developing during the ES period: that starts to lose 
ground as a non-restrictive relativizer in formal written discourse, and becomes more 
pronounced as a relativizer of spoken language. Gradually, (the) quhilk(is) becomes the 
norm of non-restrictive relative clauses in formal writing, but does not really enter 
the spoken system (Romaine 1982).
26  The Poems of Robert Henryson. Fab. 1236 (Bass.) c. 1470; cited in Caldwell (1974: 38). 
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In comparison to the quh-relatives, that and at are infrequently complemented by 
prepositions (Caldwell 1974: 54). According to Caldwell (1974: 44), with that and at the 
preposition is typically stranded and it follows the verb (48). 
(48) Of the partis that thai ar maid of27
Contrary to Caldwell’s view, McClure (1994: 54) claims that the preposition usually 
precedes the verb (49) except in verse. 
(49) thir was pagans that I of tald28
There is no evidence in the literature that prepositions would have had been pied-
piped with that/at in OS texts. The combination that/at + preposition occurs in both 
types of adnominal relative clauses, but is uncommon in non-restrictive function (50) 
(see Caldwell 1974: 44, McClure 1994: 54):
(50) For the oreginalle syn, at thai ware fylyt with29
Possessive relativization in OS is typically indicated by that/at followed by a posses-
sive pronoun (51) (McClure 1994: 54), a feature which is retained by modern spoken 
Scots dialects.
(51) mony utheris that I knaw nocht thair names.
Caldwell (1974: 58–9), however, observes that that/at are not given preference to the 
quh-relatives in possessive relative clauses. Overall, the possessive relativizer use is 
rare in her data. On the whole, that/at + possessive pronoun is detected more often in 
restrictive than non-restrictive relative clauses, while the use of the possessive quh-
relatives is limited to non-restrictive relative clauses. 
Quhilk, the quhilk(is) and quhat
The quh-relatives are attested in Scots until the 17th century, after which the English 
wh-forms are used first in complementary distribution with the Scots forms, and subse-
quently they replace the quh-forms completely (Meurman-Solin 1997: 9). The equivalent 
of which is quhilk, which also has a definite form the quhilk. The inflected plural form 
(the) quhilkis occurs only in Scots, and later disappears from use. Unfortunately, the ex-
act time and reason of the eventual dissipation of (the) quhilkis from Scots is not known. 
The relativizer which becomes more common in ME in the 14th century, having 
been introduced to the language already in the 12th century (Fischer 1992: 300) The 
relativizer which enters English most likely from Latin, while the definite form the 
which, which first occurs in the north, could be either of native origin or a translation 
27  Gilbert of the Hayis Prose Manuscript 1. 76/29, 1456; cited in Caldwell (1974: 44). 
28  McClure (1994: 54).
29  Crafts of Deyng in Ratis Raving S.T.S. 69, c. 1450; cited in Caldwell (1974: 44).
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from French liquels (Mustanoja 1960: 196, 198; Rissanen 1999/2001: 296). However, the 
role of Latin was rather supporting and strengthening the spread of the wh-forms, 
rather than influencing their implementation into English (Rissanen (1999/2001: 295). 
According to Rissanen (ibid.), “the wh-forms are first established in less common func-
tions in the clause, in prepositional phrases and indirect object positions”. These func-
tions are typical of formal texts, and therefore the implementation of the wh-forms is 
clearly supported by learned use.
The origin of the northern quh-forms is somewhat unclear. King (1997: 172) proposes 
that quhilk derives either from the OE interrogative pronoun hwelc/hwylc, the OE dative 
hwelcum or its ON cognate hvillikr. Quhilk also has a definite form the quhilk (52) and an 
inflected plural form (the) quhilkis (53). It has been established that the plural form (the) 
quhilkis never appeared in English, only in Scots, see examples (53) and (54). 
(52) this lytill trety, the quhilk is callyt the craft of deyng30
(53) the notis of the philomene Quhilkis sche sang31
(54) Herculis and … Alexandere the quhilkis ware baith borne Grekis32 
The source of the plural form (the) quhilkis is uncertain. It has been suggested being 
either of French, Latin or native Scottish origin (King 1997: 172), whereas the roots 
of the quhilk are possibly in the Old French liquels or derive from OE forms (Caldwell 
1974: 35–6, Mustanoja 1960: 198). The fact that the quhilk is rare in verse, i.e. in “the 
native vernacular tradition”, speaks for its being of foreign origin rather than native 
northern English development (see Mustanoja 1960: 198–9; Caldwell 1974: 35–6). 
The definite form the quhilk(is) is introduced into Scots earlier than the indefinite 
form, and its function may have been to distinguish it from the interrogative quhilk. 
The quhilk(is) occurs initially in prose (McClure 1994: 54), and it is also found in record 
prose already in the early part of the 15th century (Caldwell 1974: 34–5). Mustanoja (1960: 
199) reports that the which is more frequent in the 15th century English prose than the 
indefinite form, while in Caldwell’s (1974: 27–8) data the occurrences are reversed. The 
use of the quhilk(is) gradually diminishes, and it becomes obsolete in the 18th century. 
The indefinite form, quhilk, becomes more frequent from 1450 onwards and competes 
“to some extent” with that/at (McClure 1994: 54). Since then quhilk (later taking the forms 
whilk and which) has slowly worked its way from the most formal types of writing into 
modern spoken Scots. According to Caldwell (1974: 33), it is likely that (the) quhilk(is) 
was a convention of the written discourse, and not used in ES speech. 
Generally, (the) quhilk(is) functions either in a subject or direct object position 
(Caldwell 1974: 34, 48–9), but it is also found in adverbial, prepositional complement 
and copulative complement functions in the same way as that/at. At this point the 
30  ‘The Craft of Deyng’, Ratis Raving and Other Early Scots Poems on Morals, ed. R. Girvan, (Edinburgh 
and London: William Blackwood, 1939.); cited in Moessner (1997: 144).
31  James I of Scotland. The Kingis Quhair, ed. John Norton-Smith (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); cited in 
Moessner (1997: 144).
32  The Asloan Manuscript 1. 186/19, c. 1515; cited in Caldwell (1974: 37).
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personal nominative relativizer quha (who) has not yet emerged in Scots, and in its 
absence (the) quhilk(is) refers to both personal (55) and non-personal antecedents, 
unlike the Modern English which, which refers to non-personal antecedents only. 
(55) Beatrice, quhilk wes gevin to Cithrik in mariage33
The plural form does not necessarily follow a plural antecedent (56), although these 
cases are rare:  
(56) Or ellis of virginite, The quhilkis mast dygne is of the thre [virtues]34
Overall, (the) quhilk(is) is more common in non-restrictive than restrictive context, 
as it is today, and rare in restrictive relative clauses with pronominal antecedents 
(Caldwell 1974: 36–7). It is particularly common in sentences in which “the antecedent 
is a clause, or a fact, action, circumstance, reason or the like stated or implied in the 
context” (57) (Caldwell 1974: 37–8):
(57) [They] decretit that Anthenor Suld bannist be…The quhilk sone is done35
(The) quhilk(is) may also be dependent on a preposition. As in its present-day usage, 
the preposition is usually pied-piped (58), but stranding also occurs (59). The instanc-
es of non-restrictive (the) quhilk(is) with a governing preposition outnumber those in 
restrictive relative clauses in both literary and non-literary texts.
(58) Thai ar all smyttit with that ilke myrkness of the quhilk the sternis was ble-
kkit36
(59) The natural cours of elide, the quhilk few cumys to37
In addition, King (1997: 172) remarks that when the so-called “shadow pronoun” it oc-
curs “the preposition may in the case of the genitive also be postponed”:
(60) Þe scharp croun of throne, Þe quhilk wes horabill and terrabill to behald the 
scharp lang pikes of it
The hybrid forms quhich (61) and the quhich as well as which, the which (62) and whilk 
sometimes replace (the) quhilk in ES texts (Caldwell 1974: 39). (The) quhich is also 
found with a governing preposition, and is typical in texts of which the orthography 
33  The Chronicles of Scotland. Compiled by Hector Boece. Translated into Scots by John Bellenden 1531, 2 vols, 
ed. R. W. Chambers and E. C. Batho, Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1938 and 1941; cited in 
Moessner (1997: 144).
34  Leg. S. xxiv 10. (3), http://www.dsl.ac.uk/ 
35  Die Fragmente des Trojankrieges, in Barbours Legedensammlung. Troy-bk. 2. 1535, c. 1460; cited in 
Caldwell (1974: 38).
36  Gilbert of the Hayis Prose Manyscript 1. 28/32. 1456; cited in Caldwell (1974: 49). 
37  Crafts of Deyng in Ratis Raving S.T.S. 112. c. 1450; cited in Caldwell (1974: 50).
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follows English conventions (Caldwell 1974: 52).
(61) I say this be the grit lordis of grew Quhich set thair hairt [etc.]38
(62) It byhuffyt hym…Redempe hym the which to hym dyd So gret dysese [etc.]39
In addition to the relativizer and interrogative functions, the quh-forms occur as ad-
jectives with a determining function (63), and quhilk also serves as a conjunction (64) 
(King 1997: 173):
(63) Þe gret straik Þat wes gevin to ʒow before Annas… throu Þe quhilk straik.
(64) Þat merciless her servand be nocht slane, Quhilk and scho do.
Relativizer quhat (what) is extremely rare in OS as it is in ME, in which it takes the 
form hwæt (Mustanoja 1960: 194). There is only one “dubious” case of quhat (65) in 
Caldwell’s data from the ES period (1974: 32): 
(65) That thing quhat at thai sal suer40
As will be discussed below, what remains rare as a relativizer in Modern Scots/ScE.
The personal relativizer paradigm quha, quham and quhais
The implementation of the personal quh-relativizers into Scots clearly follows the 
introduction of personal relativizers who, whom and whose into English. During the 
OS period the quh-forms are already marked for case. The nominative quha (who) (66) 
derives from the OE nominative singular hwa: 
(66) the lecedemoniens, quha var mortal enemes to the atheniens41
The accusative quham (whom) (67) evolves from the OE dative hwœm. It refers solely 
to human antecedents, and is introduced into OS earlier than the nominative form. 
The accusative form is also more frequent than the nominative (McClure 1994: 55).
(67) ther wmquhile subiectis […] quhome of be for thai commandit be autorite42
In southern English, hwam occurs as a relativizer already during the EME period 
(1100–1250) (Mustanoja 1960: 201). The nominative form hwa emerges as early as in 
38  The Poems of Robert Henryson. Orph. in Bann. MS. f. 317b/16. c. 1470; cited in Caldwell (1974: 39).
39  Die Fragmente des Trojankrieges, in Barbours Legedensammlung. Troy-bk. 2. 17. c. 1460; cited in 
Caldwell (1974: 39).
40  Burgh Laws c. 22 (A), 15th c. Translations of the Leges Quatuor Burgorum; cited in Caldwell (1974: 32).
41  The Complaynt of Scotlande wyth ane Exortatione to the Thre Estaits to be vigilante in the Deffens of their 
Public veil. 1549, ed. James A. H. Murray (London: Trübner, 1872); cited in Moessner (1997: 144).
42  The Complaynt of Scotlande wyth ane Exortatione to the Thre Estaits to be vigilante in the Deffens of their 
Public veil. 1549, ed. James A. H. Murray (London: Trübner, 1872); cited in Moessner (1997: 144).
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the 13th century, but is infrequent until the 16th century. An interesting feature of 
these relativizers is that since their attestation their predominant function has been to 
define personal antecedents, whereas that and (the) quhilk(is) first served for both per-
sonal and non-personal antecedents, and only later became non-personal relativizers.
Caldwell (1974: 40) explains that the forms quham and quhom are typically found in 
non-restrictive relative clauses, in which they function as prepositional complements 
in indirect object position (68), whereas the direct object function (69) is less common. 
In present-day English whom is used in similar fashion.
(68) And slepand sa he deit thare Quham for mony mad grete care43
(69) Ihesu of Nazarene…Quham the Iowis… to ded put44
As example (68) shows, in OS quham/quhom typically precedes the preposition, e.g., 
quham to and quham fra (King 1997: 172). However, it is possible to place the preposi-
tion before the accusative relativizer (70).
(70) For him thocht that this nun with quhom he had conversit before tyme was 
sittand [etc.]45
It is also possible to express a possessive relationship with the construction of quham/
quhom, in which case the relativizer is preceded by a personal antecedent in a non-
restrictive relative clause (Caldwell 1974: 57): 
(71) Be requeist and prayeris of a lord Off quhome the name it neidis nocht re-
cord46
Unlike the “a”-forms quha and quhais, which outnumber the Chaucerian English 
hybrid “o”-forms quho and quhois, quhom is more frequent than quham in ES texts. 
According to Caldwell (1974: 52), this orthographical variation provides evidence of 
the personal relativizer paradigm of not being simply a borrowing from English, but 
having some native Scottish elements. 
Because that and quhilk serve freely in the nominative function with both personal 
and non-personal antecedents, the introduction of the personal nominative relativizer 
quha (who) into the relativizer paradigm is postponed (McClure 1994: 55, Caldwell 1974: 
40). The first occurrences of the nominative personal relativizer who in English are found 
in the 15th century letter closing phrases (Fischer 1992: 301). The Scots equivalent quha/
quho is first introduced into the 16th century Scots in the same functions as in English (72) 
(Caldwell 1974: 41; McClure 1994: 55; see section 3.2.2). Initially quha occurs as an inter-
rogative and an indefinite pronoun with the meanings whoever and anyone who.
43  Legends of the Saints 2. 94, a. 1400; cited in Caldwell (1974: 53).
44  Legends of the Saints 2. 236, a. 1400; cited in Caldwell (1974: 41).
45  The Spectakle of Luf, by G. Myll in Asloan MS. 1492; cited in Caldwell (1974: 52).
46  The poems of Robert Henryson. Fab. 35 (Bann.). 1456; cited in Caldwell (1974: 57).
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(72) Quha for his lord dois he sall be Harbreid with angellis gle47
The genitive form quhase/quhais (whose) (73) derives from the OE genitive hwœs (King 
1997: 172). 
(73) your man Quhois seruice is yit vncouth vnto yow48
According to Mustanoja (1960: 200), hwas (whose) is found in EME texts, typically in 
non-restrictive relative clauses. It occurs first with animate and later also with inani-
mate antecedents. According to Caldwell (1972: 55–6), possessive relativizer quhais/
quhois appears rather infrequently in ES literary texts and it becomes more frequent 
at the end of the 15th century. McClure (1994: 55) adds that quhais/quhois (often pre-
ceded by a preposition) occurs first in legal documents and becomes more frequent 
in other registers during the sixteenth century. This development is clearly parallel 
with the gradual increase in the relativizer quhilk usage, which spreads from formal 
to informal discourse. Possessive relativizers in ES typically occur in non-restrictive 
clauses with personal antecedents:
(74) With the marchall, quhayis cosine He had weddyt49 
Generally, possessive relativization is rare in ES texts. Other relativizers that indicate 
possessive relationship in ES are of quham/quhom, of quhilk, or that or quhilk combined 
with a possessive personal pronoun (Caldwell 1974: 55, 58–9). Moessner (1997: 146) 
points out that (the) quhilk(is) may function as a possessive relativizer (75).
(75) Ane hauy melancolius dreyme […], the quilk dreyme i sal reherse50
Zero relativization in Older Scots
Relativizer omission is a feature of OE, although it is rather rare. The zero relativizer 
is typical in subject position with stative(-like) verbs or the verb hatan “to call, name” 
(Traugott 1972: 105–6, 1992: 228; Fischer et al. 2000: 61). According to Mustanoja (1960: 
204), zero relativization does not occur in EME, and the first clear cases are not found 
until the 1350s. He adds that it is difficult to say whether the OE instances are cases of 
a non-expressed personal pronoun or a non-expressed relative pronoun and therefore, 
it is not easy to determine the actual position of the zero relativizer during the early 
periods of the English language (Mustanoja op. cit.: 203–4). The origin of the zero rela-
tivizer in English is disputed. Traugott (1992: 228) states that the omission of the relative 
pronoun is likely of native origin, since it is found “in the earliest poetry and even in 
translation of Latin texts where a relativizer is present”, while others suggest that the 
roots of zero relativization are in French or Scandinavian (see Mustanoja op. cit.: 204). 
47  The Buik of Alexander, S.T.S. 1. 651. a. 1400; cited in Caldwell (1974: 41).
48  James I of Scotland. The Kingis Quhair, ed. John Norton-Smith (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); cited in 
Moessner (1997: 144).
49  The Bruce, 1375, compiled by Master John Barbour; cited in Caldwell (1974: 56).
50  The Complaynt of Scotlande wyth ane Exortatione to the Thre Estaits to be vigilante in the Deffens of their 
Public veil. 1549, ed. James A. H. Murray (London: Trübner, 1872); cited in Moessner (1997: 146).
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It is clear that relativizer omission is an established feature in ES, but it is not known 
when the zero relative actually enters Scots. It occurs in both types of adnominal rela-
tive clauses, but is uncommon. Zero functions as a direct object, prepositional com-
plement, adverbial relativizer and as opposed to its modern StE usage, as a subject. 
Relativizer omission is notably infrequent in non-literary prose (Caldwell 1974: 73), 
which may indicate that zero was considered colloquial during the OS period result-
ing in overt relative markers being used in contexts which aimed at the utmost clarity. 
Zero relativizes both human (76) and inanimate antecedents (77) in OS texts. 
Prepositional complementation is infrequent with zero, and when it occurs the prepo-
sition is stranded: 
(76) Thys lord the Brwyß, Ø I spak of ayr 51
(77) To here the mirth Ø was tham amang52
Zero is uncommon as a non-restrictive relativizer in ES texts (Caldwell 1972: 63–4). A 
clear problem in defining the zero relativizer use, especially in non-restrictive claus-
es, seems to be in differentiating zero relatives from zero pronouns, the problem noted 
by both Mustanoja (1960) and Caldwell (1974). In non-restrictive relative clauses zero 
may also be substituted by a co-ordinate clause starting with and + personal pronoun 
(Caldwell 1974: 64). The occurrences of the relativizer omission in subject function 
outnumber those in object function as opposed to modern StE and ScE. Omission of 
the nominative relativizer is more common in verse than in prose, probably because 
the former allows a more flexible word order (Caldwell 1974: 70). 
Relative adverbs in Older Scots
On the whole, the use of relative adverbs in OS and OE has received very little schol-
arly attention. Fischer (1992: 306) reports that Þœr (there) and wher (where) are loca-
tive relativizers in OE, being sometimes followed by pleonastic that or as. In addition, 
adverbs such as Þanon/Þonon (from-where) and Þider Þe (to-where) introduce rela-
tive clauses, but are infrequent (Fischer et al. 2000: 60). Mustanoja (1960: 462, 468) 
maintains that generalising adverbial relativizers of the type where-so, wher-so-ever, 
whider-so, how-so, how-ever and wher are found in ME writings. Relative adverbs such 
as quhar (where) (78); quhen (when) (79); quharfor (wherefore) (80); quhy (why) (81) and 
how (82) are found in OS texts (Moessner 1997: 145).
(78) the place, […] Quhar Scottis men arayit war53
51  The Bruce or The Book of the Most Excellent and Noble Prince Robert de Broyss, King of Scots. Compiled 
by Master John Barbour, 2 vols, ed. Walter W. Skeat (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1894; 
repr. 1966); cited in Moessner (1997: 144).
52  James I of Scotland. The Kingis Quhair, ed. John Norton-Smith (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); cited in 
Moessner (1997: 144).
53  The Bruce or The Book of the Most Excellent and Noble Prince Robert de Broyss, King of Scots. Compiled 
by Master John Barbour, 2 vols, ed. Walter W. Skeat (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1894; 
repr. 1966); cited in Moessner (1997:145).
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(79) That time quhen done wes the outrage54
(80) mony causis quharfor we call Þe hie god aboue oure fadere55
(81) The second ressoune quhy we call him oure fadere56
(82) Will ʒe nocht se How that governyt is this countre57
Caldwell (1974: 45–6) points out that while quhare is typically a place adverbial, there 
are instances in which the antecedent does not denote a location, as in example (83), 
in which where modifies the noun phrase the alde lawe (the old law).  
(83) As we have be example in the alde lawe, quhare the peple gafe counsale 
ever to assailʒe thair inymyes58
Peculiar for OS texts is the use of quhare followed by a preposition (84), a feature also 
referred to as a complex relative marker by Moessner (1997: 145).  
(84) A gudely cheyne […] Quhareby there hang a ruby59
Caldwell (1974: 46) adds that in ES texts quhare is most frequently used in this complex 
form. The adverbial relativizer quhen is infrequent in ES texts, instead that/at is typi-
cally used with temporal adverbial relative clauses (85). This “simple” usage derives 
from English (Caldwell 1974: 48). 
(85) In the samyn tyme at thai War in schippyng60
3.2.2 Relativization in Middle Scots – towards Anglicization
Romaine (1982: 70), whose study concerns MS relativization strategies between 1530–
1550, emphasises two differences between the StE and MS relativizer systems. First, 
during the MS period at is still used alongside with that. Secondly, the Scottish quh-
54 ’The Historie of ane Nobil and Wailʒeand Squyer, William Meldrum’, The Works of Sir David Lindsay 
of the Mount 1490–1555, vol. 1, ed. Douglas Hamer (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1931); 
cited in Moessner (1997:145).
55  The Meroure of Wyßdome Composed for the Use of James IV, King of Scots A.D. 1490 by Johannes de Irlandia, 
ed. Charles Macpherson (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1926); cited in Moessner (1997:145).
56  The Meroure of Wyßdome Composed for the Use of James IV, King of Scots A.D. 1490 by Johannes de Irlandia, 
ed. Charles Macpherson (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1926); cited in Moessner (1997:145).
57  The Bruce or The Book of the Most Excellent and Noble Prince Robert de Broyss, King of Scots. Compiled 
by Master John Barbour, 2 vols, ed. Walter W. Skeat (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood, 1894; 
repr. 1966); cited in Moessner (1997:145).
58  Ib. 83/5, no year provided; cited in Caldwell (1974: 46).
59  James I of Scotland. The Kingis Quhair, ed. john Norton-Smith (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); cited in 
Moessner (1997:145).
60  The Bruce, compiled by Master John Barbour; cited in Caldwell (1974: 48).
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relatives correspond to their English wh-counterparts, but have distinct spellings. 
Another clear divergence in comparison to the modern relativization system is the 
variation in the orthographic and/or phonological forms of the relativizers (Meurman-
Solin 2003: 185). For example, quhilk is realised at least in the following forms: quhylk, 
quilk, qlk, qlk, quhlk, qwelk, qwhilk, qvilk, quhiche, vhilk, which, whitch, wich and wiche. 
Ball (1996: 246) stresses two changes in the EME relativizer system, which is con-
current with the MS period. First, “introduction of restrictive who in the early 16th 
century created the basis for the present-day distinction between the personal and 
nonpersonal wh-relativizers (who vs. which)”. As a consequence, the relativizer who 
supplants which as a personal relativizer in the 17th century. Secondly, in the latter 
part of the 17th century the relativizer that is replaced by who and zero as a personal 
relativizer. In sum, the 16th and 17th centuries see an important change in the English 
relativizer system, which extends to Scots as well: the personal relativizer who com-
plements the personal relativizer paradigm, and quhilk, that and zero become assigned 
predominantly as non-personal relativizers, especially in subject function.
From the quh-relatives to the wh-relatives
The wh-relativizers, the StE counterparts to the Scots quh-relativizers, are introduced 
into Scots during the MS period along with the Anglicisation process of Scotland. 
The wh-items enter written Scots comparatively late, in the 16th century, gradually 
replacing the native quh-forms. They are still rare in speech, especially in restrictive 
relative clauses (see, e.g., Herrmann 2003; Tagliamonte et al. 2005). The wh-relatives 
appear in Scottish texts around 1540. From the beginning of the 17th century onwards 
they are used alongside with the quh-forms, which become increasingly uncommon 
towards the end of the century (Meurman-Solin 1997: 9, 11). However, the distribution 
of the wh- and quh-variants seems to be rather explicit: the majority of the writers 
use only one or the other of the two forms. In addition, the register of occurrence 
seems to affect the survival of the native quh-forms. The majority of unprinted writ-
ings retain the native forms until 1640, while from printed texts they have completely 
disappeared by then (Meurman-Solin 1997: 15). Subsequently, when StE becomes the 
norm of the written language, the wh-forms replace the quh-forms altogether. Another 
development with regard to the wh-relativizers is their gradual spread from “the most 
complex styles of writing and syntactic positions in the Accessibility Hierarchy”61 
(AH) to less formal writing and speech, and the least complex syntactic positions 
(Romaine 1980: 234). These two changes in the wh-relativizer system show how the 
English forms infiltrate the native Scots system (at least in the written discourse) 
bringing it gradually under the StE norms of relativization. 
Introduction of the nominative personal relativizer quha/quho into Mid-
dle Scots
Scots followed English in its adoption of the nominative personal relativizer. As noted 
above, the personal nominal relativizer quha/quho is introduced into Scots after the use 
61  E. L. Keenan and B. Comrie (1977). Only definite restrictive relative clauses are considered in AH. 
Keenan and Comrie’s theory on AH will be discussed further in section 4.1.
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of the accusative form quham/quhom is already firmly established. In Romaine’s (1982: 
94) data from 1530–1550 the accusative personal relativizer is more frequent than the 
subjective form. As mentioned above, earlier there had not been actual use for the per-
sonal nominal relativizer, because these positions were realised by that, quhilk and zero. 
While who appears in non-restrictive functions in the closing phrases of Paston letters 
in ME already in the early 15th century, quha does not occur in Scots until a century later. 
Quha enters Scots in similar functions, and according to Caldwell (1974: 43), the earliest 
evidence of its literary use is from 1535. However, Meurman-Solin (2000: 434) remarks 
that “[t]he much-discussed formulaic use in letters is not directly related to spread of 
who, which in fact may have been adopted from letter-writing manuals”. 
According to Rissanen (1999/2001: 294), who becomes more accepted than which 
with personal antecedents during the seventeenth century when the systematisation 
of the English grammar, and the politeness and formality of the language receive 
wider attention. Meurman-Solin (2000: 423) states that the transition from which/
quhilk to quha/quho in Scots begins around 1550, but the process is rather slow. In 
16th century Scots quha does not have an established position in adnominal relative 
clauses. It is more common in non-restrictive than restrictive relative clauses, but 
restrictive quha (103) becomes somewhat more frequent towards the turn of the 17th 
century (Meurman-Solin 2000: 424):
(86) Bot that the person quha wes first dispossessit…62
In Meurman-Solin’s HCOS63 data from 1500–1570, who, unlike which, refers distinctly 
to a person mentioned in a text. The earliest instances of who follow either an adjacent 
or non-adjacent personal name or other animate non-adjacent antecedent with no 
competition with the relativizer that (Meurman-Solin 2000: 434). Who is rare in the 
16th century letters, and it is often found in formulaic phrases. Interestingly, there is 
a gender distinction in the use of who: it is more frequently used by men than women. 
In addition, Meurman-Solin (2000: 433) reports that only 7 per cent of all writers use 
exclusively who as a personal relativizer, and the rest employ either which or alternate 
between which and who (cf. Tagliamonte et al. 2005 on Modern spoken Scots).
Romaine (1982) has also studied the MS relativization strategies, but, unfortunate-
ly, there are some shortcomings in her analysis: she fails to divide the wh-relativizers 
individually with respect to their syntactic positions and the type and animacy of 
antecedent. Therefore, the distribution between the uses of who and which in her MS 
data remains unclear, although it is known that at this time who is not a widespread 
feature in Scots. In addition, Romaine does not mention (the) quhilkis at all. Very little 
is known about the function of (the) quhilkis after the ES era, not to speak of why and 
when this relativizer disappears from Scots.
Romaine (1982: 140) states that the quh-relatives are a convention of non-restrictive 
relative clauses, while that and zero typically function in restrictive relative clauses, 
which parallels their present-day StE and ScE use. Rissanen (1999/2001: 293) reports a 
62  HCOS 1592 Acts of Parliament: 572.C1; cited in Meurman-Solin (2000: 425).
63  Helsinki Corpus of Older Scots.
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similar relativization pattern in EModE, i.e. 1475–1650, adding that the wh-relativizers 
are found increasingly in restrictive relative clauses. At the same time the definite 
form the which, which had been common in 16th century English, disappears from us-
age (Rissanen 1999/2001: 296). 
Zero relativization in Middle Scots
Relativizer omission increases during the MS period and it is more frequent in liter-
ary than official and legal prose. In Romaine’s (1982: 147) MS data zero occurs in 12 
per cent of the relative clauses, which is a clear increase in comparison to Caldwell’s 
ES findings, in which less than six per cent of the relative clauses are relativized by 
zero. According to Romaine (1982: 148), the “incidence of deletion does seem to be a 
question of register rather than chronology”. 
The zero relative is rare in non-restrictive relative clauses, but in restrictive rela-
tive clauses with inanimate antecedents slightly more frequent than the wh-forms 
(Romaine 1982: 142). Zero relativization occurs typically in direct object and adverbial 
temporal functions, and superlative antecedents are frequent with zero. Already at 
this point, zero is rare as a subject relativizer: only five per cent of zero relativizers 
occur in subject position. Romaine’s findings suggest that with respect to the syntactic 
function of zero, its usage resembled its present day use already in the mid-16th cen-
tury written Scots. For comparison, in EModE zero relativization is common in subject 
and direct object position as well as with stranded prepositions, and it occurs most 
often in existential sentences. Relativizer omission is not considered colloquial dur-
ing the early part of the EModE period, but in subject position it becomes considered 
informal during the 18th century (Rissanen 1999/2001: 298–9). 
Syntactic functions of relativizers in Middle Scots
The use of the wh-forms seems to be more widespread than that of that and zero in MS 
texts (Romaine 1982). With regard to the animacy of antecedent that is still very com-
mon with animate antecedents, a category which may, of course, contain non-personal 
antecedents as well, but as mentioned above, Romaine does not differentiate between 
humans and other animate antecedents. In restrictive relative clauses that is more fre-
quent with animate antecedents than the wh-relatives, whereas the figures are reversed 
in non-restrictive relative clauses. The animacy of antecedent does not influence the 
choice of adnominal relative clause in MS; both restrictive and non-restrictive relative 
clauses with animate and inanimate antecedents are frequent (Romaine 1982: 142). 
Romaine (1982: 89–92, 143–4) categorizes the antecedents into four different groups 
according to the following features: definite, determiner, quantifier and superlative. 
Definite and indefinite antecedents as well as determiners and quantifiers are typically 
relativized by the wh-forms in non-restrictive relative clauses and by that in restrictive 
relative clauses. Superlative heads are very rare with the wh-relatives in restrictive rel-
ative clauses, and they are never relativized by zero in non-restrictive relative clauses. 
With regard to the effect of different syntactic positions on relativization, subject 
and direct object noun phrases are the most relativized positions in MS as they are in 
modern StE, Scots and ScE (Romaine 1982: 92–8, 144–8). Predicate nominal, possessive 
and prepositional (oblique) functions are infrequent, whereas locative and temporal 
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positions are relativized more often. Relative clauses with stranded and shifted64 prepo-
sitions occur in MS, the latter being rather common. Stranded prepositions are more 
frequent with that and zero than with the wh-forms in the restrictive strategy and vice 
versa in non-restrictive relative clauses. Shifted prepositions occur only with the wh-
forms, and are found predominantly in non-restrictive relative clauses. The structure 
of MS possessive relative clauses is the same as in ES and they are frequently realized 
by “that/quhais plus a noun determined by a possessive pronoun” (1982: 96, 100):
(87) Certane utheris personis quhilkis personis thar names eftir followis.65 
Romaine offers perceptual factors as a possible explanation for this seemingly intri-
cate construction: because syntactically complex relative structures, such as genitive 
forms, “may be too ‘difficult’ or ‘complex’ to decode”, they are paraphrased for the sake 
of easier comprehension. 
The relativizers that, which and who achieved in most respects their modern uses 
by the end of the 17th century, and the implementation of the English wh-relatives 
into the ScE relativizer system has been accomplished in the modern formal writ-
ten language (Romaine 1980: 222, 235). Although the wh-relativizers are common in 
formal written ScE, Romaine (1980: 235) claims that the wh-relativization strategy 
never really entered spoken Scots “to any great extent”. This view, however, has been 
contested by later studies (see, e.g., Ball 1996; Herrmann 2003, 2005).
In sum, relativization as a subordinating feature is well established in OS. Characteristic 
of OS relativization is the predominance of the relativizer that/at in both types of adnomi-
nal relative clauses with animate and inanimate antecedents in a variety of functions. 
(The) quhilk(is), which occurs in similar functions than that/at, is typical in non-restrictive 
relative clauses. The plural form (the) quhilkis occurs only in Scots. Relativizer omis-
sion is infrequent OS, and may be of native origin. Personal nominative relativizer quha/
quho, which emerges midway through the OS period fulfilling the personal relativizer 
paradigm, is infrequent, because that/at and (the) quhilk(is) refer to personal antecedents. 
However, the accusative personal relativizer quham/quhom is well-established in OS.
The most important change in the MS relativizer system is the implementation 
of the personal nominative relativizer quha/quho into the personal relativizer para-
digm. Another feature that marks the Scots system is the continuing use of the quh-
relatives, which, however, become gradually replaced by the English wh-forms as the 
Anglicisation process sweeps across Scotland. The relativizer at still occurs alongside 
that, although its use is diminishing. Zero relativization increases during the MS 
period, being most frequent in direct object and adverbial functions. The relativiz-
ers that, which and who achieve their modern usages in most respects during the MS 
period. Next, we will look into the relativization strategies in Modern Scots and ScE.
64  According to Romaine (1982: 98), “[t]he term ‘shifted preposition’ refers to a relative clause in which 
the preposition has been fronted along with the coreferential NP to the beginning of the relative clause: 
‘Forther the berare will schaw your grace at mayr lenth quhomto ye will ples gif credens’”. She also notes 
that “[s]hifted prepositions constitute an environment which has obligatory non-deletion of the relative; 
furthermore, the use of WH is categorical”. (Romaine 1982: 48, footnote 19).
65  Sheriff Court Book of Fife.
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3.2.3 Relativization in Modern Scots and ScE
Unfortunately for the present study, relativization strategies in the early part of Modern 
Scots period are so far poorly understood. Apart from the lists about Scottiscisms, 
there are no scholarly works on the relativizer use in 18th century Scots. In like man-
ner, our knowledge of the relativization patterns in 19th century Scots is scant. Beal 
(1997: 359) provides examples of Beattie’s observations on the uses of who vs. whom 
and Mitchell’s observations regarding the uses of as vs. in which, and that vs. who. The 
latter are, however, somewhat questionable, because it is not known whether Mitchell 
takes his examples from Scots or English. However, Beattie (1797: 104) does not men-
tion relative clauses specifically when discussing the uses of who vs. whom, but re-
marks that “who is often used ungrammatically for whom, especially in conversation”. 
In the 18th century lists of Scotticisms relative clauses are not mentioned as such. This 
may indicate that the dichotomy between spoken and written language relativizer use, 
and the distinction in the uses of that and the wh-relativizers had been established 
already in the OS period (Beal 1997: 358). 
Beal (1997) has studied language in Walter Scott’s novels and reports that the wh-
relatives occur in 19th century Scots speech, perhaps more frequently in formal than 
informal speech, but they are infrequent (see Beal 1997: 359–60). During this period 
that/at is the most frequent relativizer in Scots and northern English, and (at least in 
Scott’s novels) occurs with human antecedents and also in non-restrictive relative 
clauses. Rissanen (1999/2001: 298) states that the relativizer that fell into disuse with 
human antecedents already during the EModE period, i.e. in the 18th century, another 
remarkable change regarding the relativization of personal antecedents. It is yet to be 
determined when and if personal that faced similar fate in written Scots. 
In nineteenth century written Scots that/at + possessive pronoun retains its posi-
tion as a possessive relativizer, and this construction is used instead of whose. The 
zero relativizer is common in object and prepositional complement function, and as 
a nominative in existential sentences, while in Scott’s writings subject relatives are 
omitted also in non-existential sentences (Beal 1997: 359–60). An example of a “vulgar” 
relativizer as is found in Scott’s Waverley:
(88) the aits will be got bravely in … and the cornmongers will make the auld 
price against them as has horses till keep66 
As is clear from this subsection, it would be vital to fill up the prevailing research gap 
on relativizer use during this particular period in order to complete the picture of the 
development process of Scots/ScE relativization strategies and how these patterns 
developed into their present-day forms.
66  Beal (1997: 360).
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Relativization in 20th and 21st century Scots and Scottish English 
The early 20th century dialectologists were interested in varieties of Lowland Scots, 
and this led to the publication of several books on Scots grammar and usage. According 
to Grant and Main Dixon (1921: 102 cited in Beal 1997: 359), that/’at/’t is ”the idiomatic 
relative pronoun” in Scots and often omitted even when it functions as a subject of a 
relative clause. As previously mentioned, this function is most common in existential 
sentences, but not limited to them:
(89) But there is no trade unionist Ø will defend the record…67 
In Central Scots and Ayrshire Scots the form of that is (dh)ut (90), and it functions as 
the relative pronoun for all numbers, cases and genders (Wilson 1915: 91; 1923: 59; 
1926: 75):
(90) Dhe lauss ut Aa loo. 
 The girl that I love.
In Buchan dialect of the northeast Lowlands the relativizer is either that or 
Scandinavian at (Dieth 1932: 153). Also, fa (91) is used for persons and fat for things. 
However, in example (91) fa is not used as a relativizer.
(91) A ken fa ji min. 
 I know whom you mean.
The wh-relativizers do not occur in Central Scots and Ayrshire speech, and possessive 
relative clauses are paraphrased by ut (92) and a possessive pronoun:
(92) Dhaat’s dhe maan ut hiz bairn deed dhestreen. 
 That’s the man that his child died yesterday evening.
The relativizers hwaw (who), hwaw’z (whose) and hwam (whom) are found only in 
poetry (93) and in prose rich in biblical phraseology. Who is typically used instead of 
whom (Wilson 1923: 59, Grant and Main Dixon 1921: 102).
(93) Scoats, hwaw hay wi Waalus bled – Scoats, hwam Bris hiz oafun led. 
 Scots, who have with Wallace bled – Scots, whom Bruce has often led.
Nonetheless, Grant and Main Dixon (1921: 103) find examples of whilk, quhilk, filk 
(Aberdeen) and whuch (“fancy Scotch”) use, although these relativizers are still rare 
in everyday speech:
(94) To ony body o’ whuch they war jined members.
67  T1 40,41 (Macafee 1983: 52). See Macafee (1983) for the coding scheme.
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Adverbial relativizers in Scots are realized in the following forms: hwaur, hwair, 
hwawr (where); hwaan, hwun, hwawn (when), and hoo, hwei, hwawtwei, hwawtfor (how) 
(Wilson 1915: 93; 1926: 76).
Beal (1997: 347) mentions some morphological characteristics that require the use 
of a relativizer. One is the use of indirect case for the nominative. Beal quotes Murray 
(1873: 190): “[t]he Indirect form is used for the Nominative…When the Nominative is 
separated from the Verb by a Relative or a Relative clause, a numeral or substantive”.
(95) Mey at haes been theare. 
 Me that has been there.
Another peculiar morphological Scots feature is the use of terminal -s as a present 
tense marker with all persons, a usage that has its roots in 16th century MS extend-
ing to Modern Scots, although no longer considered “good Scots” (Beal 1997: 356–7). 
“In ordinary speech the termination –s is sometimes added to the 1st person singular, 
especially of habitual action: or when the present is used for a dramatic past: or when 
a relative pronoun is the subject of the verb” (Grant and Main Dixon 1921: 112) (italics 
added). Today, is and was are still found with plural nouns in lower class speech, es-
pecially in relative clauses. This stigmatised feature, which is also found in narratives 
of “historic present”, is considered “bad Scots” (Beal 1997: 358):
(96) some of the girls that was in it68 
Indefinite pronouns yin and wan, which replace the earlier forms a body or a bud-
die, are used in present-day urban Scots and still occasionally heard in traditional 
dialects. Both these pronouns may occur as the head of a relative clause (Beal 1997: 
348–9):
(97) the yin that we were getting69
(98) the wan that’s going that road70
As discussed above, today the distinct Scots relativizers mainly manifest themselves 
in dialectal speech, while the StE forms are usually used in the written discourse. 
Studies in the late 20th and the early 21st century have explored relativization in 
spoken Lowland Scots and ScE (e.g., Macafee 1983; Romaine 1985; Macaulay 1991; 
Herrmann 2003, 2005; Tagliamonte, Smith and Lawrence 2005). Thus far, relativiza-
tion strategies in HIScE and in written ScE have been largely ignored by researchers. 
This most likely stems from views such as Macafee’s (1983: 47), who considers that 
the grammar of Scots is only superficially different from StE, and the fact that many 
of its non-standard features are shared by other English dialects.
68  Beal (1997: 357).
69  Macaulay (1991: 74–6).
70  Macaulay (1991: 74–6).
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Studies on the late 20th century relativizer use in Scots and ScE have confirmed 
the status of that as the most frequent relativizer in speech, especially among lower 
class speakers. Macafee (1983: 52), who investigated Glasgow speech, states that that 
is common with personal antecedents and also as a non-restrictive relativizer. The 
use of which is mainly restricted to sentential relative clauses. What is rare, but found 
in Western Scots:
(99) like other birds what takes Dexedrine, she disnae know whit she’s dain!71
Macaulay, who carried out a sociolinguistic study on a local dialect spoken in Ayr, 
western Scotland, observed social stratification in relativization. The wh-relatives and 
non-restrictive relative clauses are more frequent in middle than lower class speech, 
while relativizer omission and the use of nominal and adverbial relative clauses are 
more frequent in lower class usage (Macaulay 1991: 64–9). These findings indicate a 
“change from above” and a change in progress in Lowland Scots/ScE relativizer use: 
the wh-relatives are first attested in non-restrictive relative clauses in formal lan-
guage after which they gradually spread to informal and lower class usage. As Beal 
(1997: 360) points out “wh-forms have made further inroads into Scots usage in the 
course of the modern period” (see also Herrmann 2003).
In addition, Macaulay (1991: 64) observes in Lowland Scots “a tendency for relative 
clauses with a human antecedent to be subjects and for relative clauses with a nonhu-
man antecedent to be direct objects”.  He (op. cit.: 80) also detects a complete absence 
of the possessive relativizer whose and “[t]he avoidance of WH-forms even where the 
head is a pronoun” (100). 
(100) them that had wee families72
Recent investigations confirm that that and the zero relativizer are still distinctive 
relativizers in Scottish speech, that being the most frequent relativizer followed by 
zero (Herrmann 2005: 37; Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 86). The relativizer omission occurs 
in subject position, which is against the StE principles (Herrmann 2005: 55, 66–70). 
Zero occurs most frequently in simple, short clauses, while long clauses favour overt 
relativization (Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 99). Zero is most typical in existential and cleft 
sentences and with indefinite noun phrase antecedents. 
Which is still rare as a restrictive relativizer in Scottish speech (Herrmann 2005: 
54–5). King (1997: 173) claims that which occurs exclusively in sentential relative claus-
es, but Herrmann’s (2003) findings indicate that the wh-forms are the most common 
non-restrictive relativizers. Herrmann’s (2003: 107; 2005) data reveal that in Scottish 
speech (in Midlothian, Ayrshire, Selkirkshire, Lanarkshire and Invernesshire73) 
which and who account for 84% of all non-restrictive relative clauses. The correspond-
71  Macafee (1983: 52).
72  MR089-090 Macaulay (1991: 80). See Macaulay (1991) for the coding scheme.
73  Unfortunately, Herrmann’s (2003, 2005) results are not divided according to different regional dialect 
areas, but all the data from Scotland are lumped together.
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ing combined figure for restrictive which and who is 15%. Tagliamonte et al.’s (2005) 
study on restrictive relative clauses in Cumnock, Western Scotland, confirms the 
rarity of the wh-relatives in spoken discourse. The wh-forms account for a mere 7 
per cent of the total number of restrictive relativizers (who 6 per cent and which 1 per 
cent). In comparison, two other dialects in the investigation (i.e. Maryport, Northwest 
England and Cullybackey and Portavogie in Northern Ireland) follow the same pat-
tern. Overall, restrictive relativization predominates in speech: 80% of relatives occur 
in restrictive relative clauses in Herrmann’s data from Scotland (Herrmann 2003: 
107). 
That is favoured in subject position being followed by zero and who in Cumnock 
(Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 88–91). Their study reveals that in comparison to the 
StE norms, that and zero are more frequent than who with human antecedents. 
Interestingly, it is “individuals with a bit more education, and who are implicated in 
local affairs” that contribute to the existence of who in their data. As a result the use 
of who is restricted to less than half of the speakers. Therefore, Tagliamonte et al. 
(op. cit.) suggest that the relativizer who is not “a productive part of the community’s 
grammar”, but introduced from outside. They (2005: 93) add that 
the relative marker patterns in Lowland Scotland, Northern Ireland, and Northwest 
England may not simply be the result of Scots or Irish or northern varieties in 
Britain having a propensity for that. The lack of WH may instead be a reflection 
of the more general dichotomy between such linguistics features, as rural versus 
urban; spoken versus written; standard versus non-standard language; and core 
versus periphery.
Romaine’s (1980: 235–7) findings confirm that the dichotomy between the usage of the 
wh-forms and that in modern ScE is motivated by register: Scottish newspaper writ-
ing, i.e. standard written register, utilizes the wh-relatives in more than 75 per cent of 
the instances, whereas in speech the picture is completely opposite: that is used in 75 
per cent of the instances. This finding is a clear indication of two different relativiza-
tion systems operating in language: one in speech and another one in writing (see 
also Biber et al. 1999: 608–30). 
As in southern Scots varieties, that/at is the most prominent relativizer in Northern 
and Insular Scots (i.e. areas including Eastern Lowland Scots, Highland and Island 
Scots and Scots spoken in Orkney and Shetland), but the wh-forms also exist (Millar 
2007: 70). Possessive variant that’s occurs alongside whose (also realized in North East 
as faas), and the zero relativizer is found in subject position, especially in existential 
sentences.
As already mentioned, very little has been written about the grammatical features 
of HIScE, not to mention its relativization system. One way of interpreting this lack 
of research is that HIScE has been seen as a mere phonetic deviation from StE, since 
English was introduced to the previously Gaelic-speaking Highlands in its standard 
form (Görlach 2002: 175; Millar 2007). 
Below are listed the present-day forms of Scots/ScE relativizers and their most char-
acteristic functions (see also http://www.abdn.ac.uk/~enl038/grammar.htm). As pointed 
out on this website, the relativizers wham and whilk only appear in literary texts. 
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(101) at (that)74
 An auld guy at wis drunk goat taen intae the police boax.      
              
(102) whae, wha (who)75
 Fae the wee lassie whae warks ahind the reception tae the nurses waulkin 
aboot. 
(103) wham (whom)76
 aiblins guid reason eneuch for oor Scots forefowk tae hae a partileer loe 
for Andro wham they believit was their shair bield in weir, and in aa their 
trachles. 
(104) whase, whas (whose)77
 Da haevens damsels blaze furt nativity
 hap a blissin on a peerie ting whase first braeth
 reincarnates da stoor o galaxies,   
(105) whilk (which)78
 Guid fowk, we are convent here neist the auld brugh o Stirling whilk the 
auld makar Lindsay, in his “Papyngo” has screevit aboot. 
(106) that’s (whose)79
 The kye that’s caur were born aa about the same time.
The following features are characteristic of ScE/Scots relative clauses, specifically 
those of Broad Scots (see, e.g. Aitken 1984b: 522). Miller (1993: 111) remarks that these 
same features can be found in all non-standard varieties of BrE, including informal 
spoken StE. 
Restrictive relative clauses can be introduced by that or where (107), while the rela-
tive pronoun which is rare in spoken discourse. According to Miller (1997: 111), “[r]elative 
clauses modifying time nouns such as day, month, etc. do not usually contain a WH word”. 
(107) just about that other place where I started.80
74  http://www.abdn.ac.uk /~enl038/grammar.htm, young Glasgow man, recorded 1979.
75  http://www.scottishcorpus.ac.uk/corpus/search/, Ferguson, C. ‘Millenium Bug Cairry-oot, text.
76  http://www.scottishcorpus.ac.uk/corpus/search/, Borrowman, A.S. 1976. The Buik o Ruth: 12 – Sermon 
text.
77  http://www.scottishcorpus.ac.uk/corpus/search/, De Luca, C. 1914. Starn sign, text (poem).
78 http://www.scottishcorpus.ac.uk/corpus/search/, Borrowman, A.S. 1976. Sermon at Stirling, audio tran-
scription.
79  http://www.abdn.ac.uk/~enl038/grammar.htm
80  Miller (1993: 111).
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Non-restrictive relative clauses can be introduced by that: 
(108) A fresh shipment, that was long overdue, arrived today.81
Non-restrictive relative clauses are uncommon, especially with the relative pronoun 
who. Miller (2008: 316) remarks that non-restrictive who is completely absent from 
MTC82 and ECOSSE83 corpora. Instead, Scots speakers use co-ordinate clauses, for 
example: 
(109) the boy I was talking to last night – and he actually works in the yard was 
saying it’s going to be closed down.84
While adnominal non-restrictive relative clauses are sometimes relativized by that, 
sentential relative clauses are always introduced by which: 
(110) my dad came to an Elton John concert which at the time we thought 
was great.85
That + possessive pronoun substitute the genitive whose: 
(111) the girl that her eighteenth birthday was on that day was stoned couldnae 
stand up.86
The shadow pronoun, also called the resumptive pronoun, is a characteristic element 
in relative clauses that contain a long constituent or another clause: 
(112) the spikes that you stick in the ground and throw rings over them. 87
Prepositions are typically deferred at the end of the relative clause (113), and often 
they are omitted altogether (114): 
(113) These are the people that we stay with.88
(114) of course there’s a rope that you can pull the seat back up (with). 89
Fronted prepositions and quantified heads are not typically found in speech, but 
fronted prepositions occur in literary ScE:
81  http://www.abdn.ac.uk/~enl038/grammar.htm
82  The Map Task corpus of speakers in western Scotland. 
83  The Edinburgh Corpus of Spoken Scottish English.
84  Miller (1993: 112).
85  Miller (1993: 111), called event relative clause by Miller (1993: 111).
86  Miller (1993: 111).
87  Miller (1993: 111–2).
88  http://www.abdn.ac.uk/~enl038/grammar.htm
89  Miller (1993: 112).
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(115) the developan sperit o Burns, frae whilk siccan heat was later engendrit90
That can be omitted when it functions as a subject relative pronoun in existential 
sentences: 
(116) there’s only one of us Ø been on a chopper before 91
In sum, studies on the Modern Scots and ScE relativization systems have mainly 
investigated the features of spoken Lowland dialects. In speech, that is the most com-
mon relativizer followed by zero. In contrast to what has been argued by Romaine 
(1982), the wh-forms are a feature of Scottish speech. They are comparatively rare 
in restrictive relative clauses, but the most frequent relativizers in non-restrictive 
relative clauses (see Herrmann 2003). Relativization strategies of written HIScE have 
been investigated only recently (Hillberg 2008, 2012, 2013), but the relativization strat-
egies of its spoken form remain so far unexplored. 
3. 3 R E L AT I V I Z AT I O N S T R AT E G I E S I N D I FFE R E N T VA R I E T I E S O F 
E N G L I S H
Previous studies have investigated the use of relative clauses in many English dialects 
across the globe, mainly in the British Isles (see, e.g., Tottie 1997; Beal and Corrigan 
2002, 2005; Corrigan 2009; Peitsara 2002; Geisler 2002; Van den Eynden Morpeth 
2002). Interest in standard Englishes has increased and relativization strategies in its 
many written varieties has been investigated quite recently. For example, the relativi-
zation strategies of NZE have been minutely described by Sigley (1997), while Biber 
et al. (1999) provide a general overview of relativizer use in four different registers 
in AmE and BrE. BrE and AmE relativization strategies have been compared also by 
Schneider (1992), Tottie (1995), Ball (1996), Breivik (1999) and Lehmann (2002). Tottie 
and Rey (1997) and Tottie and Harvie (2000) have investigated relativization in Early 
African American English, whereas present-day AmE relativization strategies in con-
versation have been examined, for example, by Fox and Thompson (1990). Bohmann 
and Schultz (2011) discuss prescriptive practices related to that and which usage in 
AmE (see chapter 6). 
After the emergence of the ICE-corpora, relativization in New Englishes has 
gained scholarly interest. Huber (2012, 2014), Gut (2011) and Gut and Coronel (2012) 
discuss relativization in exo- and endonormative English varieties (Ghanaian English 
(GHE), Jamaican English (JamE), Nigerian English (NigE), Philippine English (PhilE) 
and Singapore English (SingE)) in the Outer Circle, that is, in countries where English 
is an institutional non-native variety92. Other varieties whose relativization strate-
gies have been described to some extent are, for example, Hong Kong English (HKE) 
90  Henry the Minstrel’s Wallace, http://www.abdn.ac.uk/~enl038/grammar.htm
91  Miller (1993: 112).
92  Kachru (1985).
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(Newbrook 1998) and South African Indian English (Mesthrie and Dunne 1990). 
Recent studies that discuss particular features of relativization have been executed, 
for example, on Toronto English (D’Arcy and Tagliamonte 2010) and London pre-
adolescent speech (Levey 2006). In addition, the electronic World Atlas of Varieties of 
English (eWave)93 lists spoken English morphosyntactic features that are either at-
tested in or absent from World Englishes, and includes specific features of relativizer 
use (see eWave features 185–199). 
Many relativization strategies attested in English dialects are considered non-
standard by grammarians and prescriptivist accounts. Many of the non-standard fea-
tures attested in Scots and ScE are shared by other BrE and northern IrE varieties. 
Spoken Northern English varieties share similarities including the prominence of that 
and zero, and the infrequency of the wh-relativizers (see, e.g., Beal and Corrigan 2002; 
Herrmann 2003, Tagliamonte et al. 2005). For example, that is used as a non-restrictive 
relativizer across spoken BrE dialects (see, e.g. Beal and Corrigan op. cit.). The use of 
non-restrictive that will be discussed in more detail in chapters 5 and 6 below. Another 
feature shared by spoken varieties across the country is the infrequency of the per-
sonal relativizer who. Instead, speakers of most varieties use that or what in order to 
refer to human antecedents. One of the major distinctions between the spoken BrE 
dialects seems to relate to the relativizer what usage. It occurs across varieties, but is 
clearly the most frequent in the South of England. Conversely, what is comparatively 
rare, for example, in Scotland and Northern Ireland (see Peitsara 2002; Herrmann 
2003; Tagliamonte et al. 2005). 
Another non-standard feature across English varieties is the use of the zero rela-
tivizer in subject function. This earlier predominant usage is today considered highly 
dialectal. Cross-dialectal variation across BrE dialects in the use of this feature is 
vast. According to eWave (see feature 193), the zero subject relativizer is reported 
extremely rare, for example, in East Anglian English, Northern English dialects and 
Welsh English, whereas it is completely absent from Orkney and Shetland English. 
On the other hand, it is reported as pervasive or obligatory in dialects of Southwest 
of England and Manx English, and neither pervasive nor extremely rare in dialects 
of Southeast of England, Irish and Channel Islands English (for descriptions of oth-
er varieties see eWave). In the so-called World and New Englishes, for example, in 
Early African American English (Tottie & Rey 1997; Tottie & Harvie 2000) and South 
African Indian English (Mesthrie and Dunne 1990) this feature is rare, whereas it 
is absent from GHE (Huber 2012). On the other hand, the zero subject relativizer is 
relatively frequent in spoken Australian Vernacular English (Shnukal 1989, cited in 
Pawley 2008: 390), and near-categorical in HKE, speakers of which are surprised to 
discover that this usage is considered non-standard. The zero subject relativizer oc-
curs, but is less common in SingE compared to HKE (Newbrook 1998: 47). Overall, 
it seems that zero is rather uncommon as a subject relativizer across most spoken 
varieties of English. It is also noteworthy that it typically occurs in specific sentence 
structures, i.e. with existential and it-cleft sentences.
93  The features listed in eWave are compiled from “descriptive materials, naturalistic corpus data, and 
native speaker knowledge” (http://ewave-atlas.org/).
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In addition to the above-mentioned features, spoken Englishes vary in their rela-
tivization of human/personal antecedents. Contrary to Scots/ScE, some of the spoken 
New Englishes on the exonormative stage94 favour who over that (see, e.g. Gut and 
Coronel 2012: 228). On the other hand, written standard Englishes show uniformity 
in their application of this feature. For example, in AmE newspapers who is almost 
categorical with human antecedents, whereas zero and that are rare in this function 
(see, e.g., Jacobson 1989: 151, Newbrook 1998: 51, see also Biber et al. 1999). Similarly, 
in written New Englishes (namely in GHE, NigE, JamE, PhilE and SingE) the per-
sonal relativizer paradigm predominates with human antecedents, and that is rare 
(Huber 2011: 234–5; Gut and Coronel 2012: 228, Newbrook 1998: 51). I will elaborate on 
specific relativizer usages regarding different antecedent types (human, collective, 
inanimate and to a lesser degree animals) in chapter 5, in which I discuss the results 
of the current study.  
Most relativization strategies in spoken dialects of IrE are shared by Scots and 
ScE. The predominant relativizer in the northern and southern IrE dialects, exclud-
ing Ulster Scots95, is that and it is typically used with animate antecedents (Filppula 
2008; Hickey 2010). Ulster Scots behaves alike (Geisler 2002). The zero relativizer is 
frequent. It occurs also in subject function, especially in the north (Hickey 2010). The 
conjunction and is often used instead of an overt relativizer (see example 109 above 
about Scots usages). The wh-relativizers are infrequent. Who and which are some-
what more frequent than the exceedingly uncommon whom and whose. According to 
Filppula (2008: 340), that is preferred over the wh-relatives in written IrE. What is not 
particularly common. The use of the resumptive pronoun is also a feature of IrE, and 
it may be used instead of a locative or possessive prepositional phrase (Filppula 2008). 
In existential and cleft sentences IrE has the predilection for the relativizer that use, 
whereas the zero relativizer is avoided in these constructions probably due to Irish 
influence (see Hickey 2010: 260, also Corrigan 2009 on South Armagh IrE). 
3.4 R E L AT I V I Z AT I O N I N S PE E C H A N D W R I T I N G
As is clear from the discussion above, relativization strategies in speech and writing 
differ in many respects, as suggested, for example, by Romaine (1980) and Tagliamonte 
et al. (2005). The following three major differences are evident in the use and distribu-
tion of relativizers in spoken vs. written registers. First, in spoken varieties of English 
restrictive relative clauses are the most common type of relative clauses, whereas 
non-restrictive relative clauses are clearly less frequently used. In written registers 
restrictive relative clauses predominate, but non-restrictive relative clauses are fre-
quent with the wh-relatives (see Biber et al. 1999: 610–1). Secondly, the distribution of 
94  English varieties that are on the exonormative stage are modelled on StE, usually on Standard BrE or 
AmE, i.e. a variety of English that originates from outside the place where it is spoken. Exonormative 
varieties follow the English grammar rules more closely than regional BrE and AmE varieties. Cf. endo-
normative model/variety which is a locally grown variety.
95  A Scots dialect spoken in mainly in the Ards peninsula, north Down, County Antrim, north County 
Londonderry and east Donegal (see http://www.ulsterscotsagency.com/what-is-ulster-scots/language/).
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relativizers is dependent on the mode: that and zero predominate in speech, whereas 
the wh-relatives predominate in writing. Although the wh-relatives are frequent in 
sentential relative clauses in speech, they are otherwise seldom used in this register, 
especially in restrictive relative clauses. In addition, both that and zero may func-
tion as non-restrictive relativizers in speech, which is a function claimed marginal, 
or on the borderline of being standard in written English (see, e.g. Quirk et al. 1985). 
Thirdly, in speech relativizers do not seem to follow the same strict constraints on 
relativizer choice regarding the animacy of antecedent as in writing: that and what 
may freely refer to both human and inanimate antecedents. On the other hand, in 
some varieties, for example in Scots, who is notably infrequent. Conversely, in writ-
ten registers who is nearly always the sole relativizer used with human antecedents, 
especially in subject function. Although that and zero occur in this function, they are 
clearly less frequent than in speech. Nonetheless, zero frequently relativizes human 
antecedents in object function in written registers.
As aforementioned, the most favourite claim one finds cited in articles discussing 
relativizer use is that from Romaine (1982: 212) and it concerns the spread of wh-items 
from written registers to speech: “[t]he infiltration of WH into the relative system can 
be seen as completed in the modern written language… but it has not really affected 
the spoken language”. She maintains that the wh-relatives spread from the left on the 
AH hierarchy to the right, i.e. from the least relativized positions to the most relativ-
ized positions (see chapter 4). According to Romaine (ibid.), this means that the wh-
relatives spread through education and learned language and this change is therefore 
imposed from above. Romaine’s (1982) view has been contested by Ball (1996: 251), who 
rightly observes that two of the three varieties in Romaine’s data96 happen to be va-
rieties that are known to be nearly “wh-less”. In addition, Herrmann’s (2003) findings 
confirm that the wh-relatives are indeed used in Scottish speech, but predominantly 
in non-restrictive relative clauses.
According to Ball (1996: 239), “at least one WH-pronoun, namely who, is firmly 
established in both British and American standard spoken English” (emphasis add-
ed). Her claim is based on her analysis of findings on previous research on relatives 
in these varieties (i.e. Quirk 1957 on spoken educated BrE and Kikai et al. 1987 on 
spoken standard AmE), and samples from the transcripts of the Watergate hearings 
(Lubell, Sheridan and Slosser 1973) and from interviews with middle-class inform-
ants in Terkel’s (1975) Working. Ball’s (1996) analysis shows that the educated forms 
of these varieties in fact favour who with personal subject restrictive relative clauses, 
and is used in over 90% of the instances across the data. However, in non-personal 
subject restrictive relative clauses that predominates, except in BrE, in which the 
frequencies of that and wh are almost equal. In like manner, Tagliamonte et al. (2005) 
have been able to show that the most educated speakers in speech communities use 
who the most.
Studies on relativization in speech and writing clearly indicate that a language 
change in relation to the wh-relativizer use, which started already at the turn of the 
96  The varieties that Ball claims are “essentially WH-less” in Romaine’s (1982) study are working-class 
Appalachian English and Scots. The third variety in Romaine’s study is Philadelphia English.
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16th century, is very slowly making its way to even the most conservative spoken Scots 
and English varieties. Who is steadily infiltrating the spoken language, whereas which 
is already frequent as a non-restrictive relativizer. However, it is possible that other 
types of changes are affecting written language. Leech and Smith (2009) have been 
able to show that the frequency of the wh-relatives has in fact decreased and the fre-
quency of that has increased in AmE and BrE during the 20th century. I will discuss 
Leech and Smith’s (2009) findings further in chapter 6, when I elaborate on the pos-
sible reasons for the present findings.
In summary, this chapter has explored the structure and function of relative 
clauses in StE as described in reference grammars by Quirk et al. (1985), Biber et al. 
(1999), and to a lesser extent in Huddleston and Pullum (2002). It has illustrated the 
development process of the relativization strategies in Scots and ScE based on earlier 
research on the topic. Although relativization in Scots has evolved in many ways 
similar to StE, the development processes of these two varieties (or languages) have 
not been simultaneous. One problem with early comparisons is the lack of existing 
written records of Scots before the mid-14th century. Another problem emerges with 
the LMS period and the early centuries of the Modern Scots period, for which rela-
tivization strategies have not been studied so far. Therefore, an explicit timeline of 
the development process of the Scots/ScE relativization cannot be drawn. Because the 
grammatical features of HIScE have not been fully investigated, comparisons between 
this variety versus other English varieties and Lowland Scots cannot be made. The 
present chapter has also discussed relativization strategies in other English varieties 
around the globe as described in previous studies as well as pointed out some of the 
major distinctions and similarities between these varieties. Finally, this chapter has 
illustrated an important factor which affects relativization strategies in all Englishes, 
i.e. the profound differences in the use of relative clauses between the spoken and 
written registers. The following chapter deals with the aims, methods and data of 
this study.
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4 Aims, methods and databases 
of the study 
Section 4.1 introduces the aims and research questions of the study. Section 4.2 de-
scribes the methods and section 4.3 the databases of this study.
4.1 T H E G E N E R A L A I M S O F T H E S T U DY
The general aim of this study is to investigate possible syntactic variation between 
the following four regional StE varieties of the British Isles; HISSE, LSSE, IrE and 
BrE. Quirk et al. (1985: 19) state that in national standard Englishes, i.e. in BrE and 
AmE, variation on syntactic level is low. They add that Scots and IrE do not show 
much variation in their grammar and lexicon in comparison to BrE and AmE (see also 
Hundt 1998). However, previous studies have shown that morphosyntactic variation 
exists, for example, between standard BrE, AmE and NZE (Biber et al. 1999; Sigley 
1997; Hundt 1998).
The object of the study is the use of relative clauses, which is a syntactic feature 
that over the years has received wide academic interest, especially by dialectologists 
and sociolinguists investigating regional and social variation, and by syntacticians 
trying to solve the mysteries of this rather intricate clause structure. However, rela-
tivization strategies in regional StE varieties of the British Isles have not yet been 
studied, and this is what is attempted here, the main focus being on SSE. 
First, this study seeks to provide new information about real time written StE use 
on both the micro and macro levels in comparison to that described in literature, for 
example, in Quirk et al. (1985). Secondly, the theoretical contribution to English lin-
guistics is to take the first steps in describing modern SSE syntax in detail. Thirdly, 
this work combines the description of the development of the relavization system in 
written Scots and SSE, and presents the current situation in one genre of formal writ-
ten language use, i.e. in news language. 
As already established in the previous chapter, relativization in Scots has been 
minutely studied from the earliest existing written records in the late 14th century to 
the emergence of personal relativizer paradigm in the 17th century (see, e.g., Caldwell 
1974; Romaine 1982; Meurman-Solin 2000, 2003). What is still lacking is the descrip-
tion of relativizer use from the 18th to the early 20th century. Relativization in varieties 
of modern spoken Lowland Scots has been investigated by Romaine (1980), Macafee 
(1983), Macaulay (1991), Herrmann (2003, 2005) and Tagliamonte et al. (2005), whereas 
the syntax of HIScE and written modern ScE have received surprisingly little schol-
arly attention. Thus far the main focus of linguistic research in Scotland has been on 
its indigenous languages, i.e. Scots and Scottish Gaelic, while research on ScE/SSE 
has gained momentum only recently (Douglas 2009; Schützler 2010, 2013; Hillberg 
2008, 2012, 2013). 
Although Scotland is part of Britain, ScE and SSE are much more poorly understood 
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than many postcolonial and new Englishes. After all, English has been used in official 
and public domains in Scotland for centuries. As established in Chapter 2, it has gained 
a much stronger footing than Scots and Scottish Gaelic. On the other hand, ICE-corpora, 
which are databases of StE varieties, have been compiled for, e.g. Jamaican, Fijian and 
Singaporean English, while the work on the ICE-Scotland corpus started in 2013 at the 
University of Münster under the supervision of Professor Ulrike Gut. 
According to Guy and Bailey (1995: 148), relative clauses are a popular topic of 
study, because first of all they are “fairly frequent in speech and writing”. Secondly, 
relative clauses are “subject to strong constraints”, e.g. non-restrictive relative clauses 
(typically) require the use of the wh-relatives, whereas that and zero are used in re-
strictive relative clauses. Lastly, these “three clearly distinct variables allow a rich 
range of theoretical and methodological issues that can be addressed”. 
As illustrated in chapter 3, the findings of previous studies have shown that rela-
tivization strategies in spoken non-standard English varieties are very different from 
descriptions of relativizer use provided by, for example, Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber 
et al. (1999). Accounts of dialectal English use have shown that, for example, the fre-
quencies of relativizers differ considerably from those of written language, and that 
a distinct set of relative markers is used in these two registers (see, e.g., Biber at al. 
1999; Herrmann 2003, 2005). Having said this, it must be stressed that the majority 
of studies on relativizers in dialectal speech have concentrated strictly on restrictive 
relative clauses. Therefore, most of our knowledge regarding relativizer use concerns 
restrictive relative clauses. For example, our current knowledge of the use of the 
relativizer which as well as the general features of non-restrictive relativization comes 
mainly from grammars such as Quirk et al. (1985), Biber et al. (1999) and Huddleston 
and Pullum (2002). 
Apart from the descriptions of regional and sociolinguistic variation in relativ-
izer use, the internal structure of the adnominal relative clause has received a lot 
of attention. Researchers have tackled questions regarding restrictiveness and its 
traditional bipartite division into restrictive and non-restrictive (see, e.g., Jacobsson 
1994; Sigley 1997; Huddleston and Pullum 2002; Hundt and Denison 2013). However, 
this study follows strictly the traditional two-way distinction between restrictive and 
non-restrictive as it was found to be the most feasible and the easiest to operationalize 
(see section 4.2.3). Furthermore, as explained in chapter 3, comparisons to previous 
studies would have been impossible if any other type of division of relativization had 
been chosen.
Research questions
The three main research questions for this work are the following:
1. What kind of variation occurs in the relativization patterns of written HISSE and 
LSSE?
 
The socio-historical and historical-linguistic backgrounds of the Scottish Highlands 
and Lowlands are remarkably distinct. It is therefore plausible that differences exist 
in standard written language use, even on a syntactic level. Contact influence from 
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Scots and Scottish Gaelic may affect the relativizer choice, but in the case of the latter 
it is perhaps not likely on the basis of existing literature on ScE and Scottish Gaelic 
(cf. Miller 2008; Adger and Ramchand 2006). On the other hand, since both studied 
varieties have been strongly influenced by standard BrE south of the border, it is 
equally possible that the relativization patterns of these ScE varieties are rather simi-
lar, especially in the current data, which represents written standard language. As 
mentioned above, characteristics of spoken HIScE remain an unknown territory, with 
the exception of some phonological features of Hebrides English (see, e.g., Shuken 
1984, Nance 2012). Nonetheless, the results of this study will enable comparisons 
with spoken HIScE once databases of its earlier and current stages become available. 
 Earlier studies on Lowland Scots show that it displays syntactic features that are 
distinct from StE (e.g., Macaulay 1991; Herrmann 2003; Tagliamonte et al. 2005; Millar 
2007; Macafee 2011). On the other hand, it has been claimed that at least in its earlier 
stages HIScE resembled StE more closely than Lowland Scots (see, e.g. Görlach 2002: 
175). Therefore, it is possible that frequencies of that and zero vs. the wh-relativizer 
use may vary between LSSE and HISSE, the former having perhaps more instances 
of that and zero, whereas the latter may have more use of the wh-strategy. 
2. What similarities and differences exist in the relativization strategies between 
SSE, BrE and IrE?
 
Based on earlier statements about the grammatical similarity of national standard 
Englishes, it would be reasonable to expect that no great differences exist in the 
relativization strategies of the varieties under investigation. However, the linguistic 
backgrounds of these four regions of the British Isles are dissimilar, and it is conceiv-
able that contacts with many other languages, especially in the case of SSE and IrE, 
have shaped these varieties of British Englishes in different directions. This hypoth-
esis is supported by Biber et al. (1999), whose study shows that differences emerge, 
for example, in relativization strategies between BrE and AmE. For instance, in AmE 
and BrE news texts the frequencies of relativizers that and which are clearly distinct. 
Since that and the zero relativizer are the prominent relativizers in spoken Scots, 
it is justified to expect that they would be common in LSSE news. On the other hand, 
it is also expected that the wh-relatives (which and who) would be the most frequent 
relatives in all the studied varieties, because they are considered more formal than 
that and zero, especially in standard BrE. There are at least two other reasons that 
speak in favour of the wh-relatives in news. First, non-restrictive relative clauses, in 
which the wh-relatives are typically utilized, are frequent in written language. As 
established in chapter 3, in conversation non-restrictive relative clauses are rare. 
Secondly, news articles often discuss people and the relativizer in written registers 
usually applied to people is who (in spoken Scots that is the most common relativizer 
used with human antecedents).
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3. What are the most likely explanations for the observed differences: can they be 
explained by sociohistorical factors such as language contacts, or do they follow 
from universal constraints on relativization?
 
As discussed above, sociohistorical factors may affect relativization strategies in the 
varieties under investigation. In addition to this, universal constraints on relativizati-
on are likely to govern the choice of relatives. Constraints on relativizer choice in rest-
rictive relative clauses with definite antecedents in about fifty languages have been 
discussed in Keenan and Comrie’s (1977) famous article “Noun phrase accessibility 
and universal grammar”97. Keenan and Comrie (1977: 66) formulated their theory on 
Accessibility Hierarchy (AH), according to which the order is as follows
SUBJECT > DIRECT OBJECT > INDIRECT OBJECT > OBLIQUE CASE98 > GENITIVE 
> OBJECT OF COMPARISON
 
The following conditions, i.e. the Hierarchy Constraints, need to be fulfilled:
 1. A language must be able to relativize subjects.
 2. Any relative clause forming strategy must apply to a continuous segment of 
the AH.
 3. Strategies that apply at one point of the AH may in principle cease to apply at 
any lower point.
Based on typological comparisons, Keenan and Comrie claim that universal con-
straints apply to the formation of relative clauses; subject function is relativized by 
all languages, and they may relativize any position to its right on the segment. In 
addition, the order of relativization of syntactic functions must be continuous on AH. 
However, a language may cease to relativize at any point, that is, a language may rela-
tivize, for example, subjects and direct objects, but not indirect objects. Consequently, 
this language relativizes only subjects and direct objects, and not any other positions 
further down the hierarchy. According to this theory, positions to the left are easier 
to process. The AH constraints have been reformulated since this seminal work (see, 
e.g., Lehmann 1986; Herrmann 2003; 2005), and the most relevant for the present 
study is that of Herrmann (2003).
Herrmann (2003: 129), who studied relativization in six varieties of nonstandard 
spoken Englishes, modified the AH based on the findings of her study: 
SUBJECT > DIRECT OBJECT > PREPOSITIONAL COMPLEMENT > GENETIVE 
(OTHER)
97  The distribution and use of adverbial relativizers where, when and why are not included in this inves-
tigation.
98  According to Keenan and Comrie (1977: 66), oblique case refers to “NPs that express arguments of the 
main predicate”. They are rather obligatory prepositional complements that function as adverbials (the 
chest in which John put the money in) than “optional prepositional complements functioning as adverbial 
adjuncts (John left on that day)” (see also Herrmann 2003: 128). 
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The separate category “other” was formed for the least relativized positions such as 
indirect objects, adverbials, subject complements and object complements, which are 
infrequent relativizer positions in spoken English. Subject is the most relativized posi-
tion in all six dialects in Herrmann’s data, while, for example, indirect objects are rare 
(see also Romaine 1982). One of the aims of the current study is to investigate how rela-
tivization strategies in news writing comply with Herrmann’s modified AH model based 
on speech. The present findings in relation to the AH will be discussed in section 5.9.4.
4. 2 M E T H O D S O F T H E S T U DY
The theoretical framework of the study as well as the quantitative and qualitative meth-
ods of research will be explained below. In this subsection I will also explain the criteria 
I have used for distinguishing between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses.
4.2.1 The theoretical framework of the study 
The theoretical framework of the study, which is a synchronic study of relative clause 
formation and use, relies on the reference grammars of Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber 
et al. (1999), and to a much lesser extent on Huddleston and Pullum (2002). The analy-
sis, however, is based on the non-generative account on relativization as described 
in Quirk et al. (1985) on the lines of basic linguistic theory (see, e.g. Dryer 2006), with 
some exceptions which will be explained below. Quirk et al. (ibid.) provide perhaps a 
slightly less comprehensive account on the grammar of English compared to Biber et 
al. (ibid.), whose description of English grammar is based entirely on a large corpus 
material (see, e.g. Mukherjee 2006). However, the latter is not without insufficien-
cies, for example, it lacks exact numerical information crucial for corpus studies in 
its account of the distribution of relativizers, as well as other syntactic features, and 
their functions. On the other hand, Huddleston and Pullum’s (2002) representation 
of English grammar is less traditional in its theoretical foundations, which are in-
fluenced by generative grammar in terms of some of the central categories and their 
classification (see, e.g., Leech 2004; Mukherjee 2006). 
As pointed out in chapter 1 and section 3.1, the reasons for relying mainly on 
Quirk et al.’s (1985) and Biber et al.’s (1999) works are as follows. First, Huddleston and 
Pullum’s (2002) overall treatment of relativizers complicates comparisons with previ-
ous studies, most of which follow Quirk et al.’s categorization of relativizer functions 
(see previous chapter). Secondly, related to the above is the terminology regarding 
relativizer use employed by Huddleston and Pullum (ibid.), whereas Quirk et al.’s 
(ibid.) terminology is familiar to most99. 
99  Different authors have different labels for relative clauses. For example, Huddleston and Pullum (2002) dis-
cuss integrated and supplementary relative clauses, the scope of which is larger than in the theory of Quirk et al. 
(1985). Halliday (2005) uses the terms defining and non-defining relative clauses in the same sense as restrictive 
and non-restrictive, whereas, for example, Swan (2005) and Blass, Iannuzzi, Savage,and Reppen (2012) refer to 
these as identifying vs. non-identifying, and Olofsson (1981) as tense and lax, respectively. Sigley (1997) provides 
yet another alternative term for restrictive relative clause, i.e. essential relative clause.
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4.2.2 Quantitative and qualitative methods
In the analysis of the data I have used the established methods of corpus and vari-
ation studies which are familiar from recent studies on relativization in varieties of 
English (e.g., Sigley 1997; Beal and Corrigan 2002; Herrmann 2003, 2005; Tagliamonte 
et al. 2005; Levey 2006; Gut 2012; Huber 2012). In the quantitative part of the analysis 
the frequencies of the following relativizer occurrences in adnominal relative clauses 
are compared: which, that, zero, who, whom and whose as well as adverbial relativizers 
where, when, and why (cf. Biber et al. 1999). Sentential and nominal relative clauses 
are not analysed in this work.
As a data retrieval program I have used MonoConc, which helps to find rela-
tive markers in the corpora. However, MonoConc cannot detect zero elements and 
therefore the zero relatives have had to be searched manually. In addition, electronic 
retrieval of relativizer omissions from CSEOPN and ICE-Ireland would have been 
impossible, because the markup of these corpora does not support retrieval of zero 
elements (Kallen and Kirk 2007: 131). This process was time-consuming, but as Hundt 
and Biewer (2007: 259) point out, extrapolating the number and functions of zero ele-
ments from small data sets might run the risk of skewing the results. In ICE-GB, not 
all instances of quotations of direct speech are marked properly, and therefore I had 
to search these constructions manually as well.
Only those relativizers that occur in the running text are considered. In order 
to guarantee the uniformity of the data investigated, relativizers that occur in story 
headlines and photo captions are excluded. Headlines are omitted, because they are 
not consistently full sentences, whereas photo captions are separated from the rest 
of the storyline and therefore not included in the data. Only finite relative clauses 
are included, thus, for example, postmodifying non-finite structures (to-infinitive, 
and -ed and -ing participle clauses) have been excluded. All relativizer occurrences 
including relativizer omissions have been marked and arranged in Excel-tables ac-
cording to relativizer, and all frequencies counted. Restrictive and non-restrictive 
relative clauses are placed in separate files and discussed separately in sections 5.8 
and 5.9, because earlier investigations have shown that their functions differ from 
each other remarkably (see chapter 3). 
As mentioned earlier, the type of the relative clause, the syntactic function of the 
relativizer in the relative clause as well as the type of antecedent have been shown 
to be the most important factors that govern the relativizer choice. I have counted 
the proportion and distribution of these functions and used the chi-square test to 
determine the reliability of quantitative results (see, e.g. Butler 1985). I have used the 
GraphPad Software for statistical significance tests (see http://www.graphpad.com/
quickcalcs/contingency1.cfm). Finally, the findings are discussed and compared with 
findings from other varieties (e.g., Sigley 1997; Biber et al. 1999; Beal and Corrigan 
2002; Herrmann 2003, 2005; Tagliamonte et al. 2005; Levey 2006; Gut and Coronel 
2012; Huber 2012).
The qualitative analysis concentrates on the function and the use of relatives with 
respect to the following factors: the type of the adnominal relative clause (restrictive 
vs. non-restrictive); the gender type of antecedent (human, inanimate, collective vs. 
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animal); the grammatical function of the relativizer in the relative clause (subject, 
object, adverbial vs. predicative complement); and whether the relative clause occurs 
in quoted speech or in narrative (see, e.g., Sigley 1997; Herrmann 2003; Tagliamonte 
et al. 2005; Huber 2012). By “narrative” I refer to the text in the news article that ex-
cludes quotations of direct speech, headings and photo captions. By dividing the texts 
into quoted speech and narrative, I will be able to see whether different relativization 
strategies are used in them. It is possible that quoted speech contains more speech-
like usages (for interpretation of the results in these two potentially different modes 
see section 6.6).
4.2.3 Criteria for distinguishing restrictive and non-restrictive relative 
clauses 
In this section I will explain the categorisation I have used in dividing the relative 
clauses into restrictive and non-restrictive. As established in chapter 3, the English 
language grammars traditionally have a two-way partition of adnominal relative 
clauses according to their semantic implication. Alternative categorisations are dis-
cussed, for example, by Jacobsson (1994), Sigley (1997), Huddleston and Pullum (2002), 
and Denison and Hundt (2013). These categorisations include, for example, a view 
of a continuum between the two poles of restrictive and non-restrictive, which is 
also briefly alluded to in Quirk et al. (1985). A four-way categorization of relatives, 
extending to a seven-way distinction, is discussed by Denison and Hundt (2013). As 
mentioned above, in order to minimize the already diverse categorization of variants 
in this study and for the ease of comparison with earlier studies, I have resorted to 
the traditional two-way distinction of restrictive and non-restrictive.
It is acknowledged by everyone working on relative clauses that the determining 
of restrictiveness may at times be difficult, sometimes impossible. Generally, relativ-
izer instances are clearly either restrictive or non-restrictive, while some instances 
are ambiguous (for example, when the relativizer has multiple possible antecedents) 
or even unclear. In these two cases it may prove insurmountable to determine restric-
tiveness. However, if the researcher has access – as is the case here – to the larger 
context in which the relative clause occurs, ambiguity may be minimized. On the 
other hand, if the research database does not consist of running text but of discon-
nected sentences, the possibility for ambiguity rises. Especially in corpus studies, the 
“correct” interpretation of restrictiveness may be retrieved by reading the whole text 
carefully providing the whole text is available and it does not consist merely of frag-
ments of text or of discontinuous speech or sentences. Although distinguishing be-
tween restrictive and non-restrictive is not always easy, surprisingly few researchers 
explain their criteria of determining restrictiveness. This also leads to the possibility 
that in different studies different criteria have been used, and studies are therefore 
not directly comparable. 
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4.2.3.1 Distinguishing restrictive relative clauses
A restrictive relative clause is obligatory in order to identify or define its antecedent 
in the matrix clause. Therefore, restrictive relative clauses are sometimes referred to 
as identifying or defining relative clauses. As Sigley (1997: 106) points out, “restrictive 
relative clauses are necessary for a complete understanding of the matrix clause”. 
As mentioned in chapter 3, all relative pronouns can be used in restrictive relative 
clauses. In StE that is nearly always a restrictive relativizer, whereas why and zero 
occur only in restrictive relative clauses. In spoken varieties of Scots and English 
that and zero are the most typical restrictive relativizers, while in written English 
discourse which, that and who are most frequent relativizers in this environment (see, 
e.g. Biber et al. 1999: 610–1). 
A restrictive relative clause is more integrated into the utterance than a non-re-
strictive relative clause and not separated from the matrix clause by punctuation or 
a (possible) difference in intonation. A restrictive relative clause usually follows the 
matrix clause immediately. 
The following types of relative clauses are analysed as restrictive in the current 
analysis:
The relative clause defines and identifies the antecedent, i.e. narrows down the subset 
of possible referents:
(117) “What this promises is an airport station which isn’t at the airport.” (LSSE, 
The Herald)
(118) Councillors will also consider controversial proposals to close or amalgam-
ate schools which are operating at 60% of their capacity or less. (LSSE, The 
Press and Journal)
The following example resembles a non-restrictive relative clause (has a unique ref-
erent), but is in fact defining, because it discusses a type of Westminster parliament 
that is not semantically identified as the parliament sitting in Westminster:
(119) “The prevailing attitude was why replace a Westminster parliament which 
neglects the Far North with a central belt one which will do the same?” 
(LScE, John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
Sometimes restrictive relative clauses are incorrectly marked off with a comma, but 
this is rare:
(120) The order, which bans vehicles from the street, has led to a group of traders 
meeting regularly to discuss the way forward for the thoroughfare, which is 
partially pedestrianised. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal) 
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Example (120) defines the type of thoroughfare the traders are suggesting in order 
to keep shoppers in the town centre, i.e. a pedestrianized thoroughfare. Here the 
antecedent thoroughfare is preceded by a definite article which in this case requires 
a definition, i.e. a restrictive relative clause. 
Particular types of antecedent are usually followed by a restrictive relative clause, 
including, for example, indefinite pronouns (121) and antecedents such as those (122) 
and (the) people (123):
(121) ”We do need something that will bring more people to the town centre.” 
(HISSE, Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard)
(122) There has been no repeat of those scenes so far but the military dictator-
ship has warned it is ready to “take action” against those Ø it accuses of 
undermining peace and security. (LSSE, The Herald)
(123) “Of the people that have been named so far - Simon Hughes, Mark Oaten 
and Ming Campbell - I think that Ming is the one who has the most clear 
range of qualities we need in a leader,” he stated. (HISSE, The Inverness 
Courier)
In addition, as discussed in section 3.1, relative clauses in it-cleft sentences are by 
definition always restrictive.
4.2.3.2 Distinguishing non-restrictive relative clauses 
The information provided by a non-restrictive relative clause is not obligatory. Non-
restrictive relative clauses provide additional information about the antecedent, 
which is therefore previously defined. Non-restrictive relative clauses are frequent 
in written discourse, but uncommon in speech (see, e.g., Biber et al. 1999; Herrmann 
2005: 96). In StE the wh-relatives are generally used in non-restrictive relative clauses, 
while that is extremely rare and zero does not occur. However, in non-standard use 
that and zero are found in this function. 
In theory, in written language a non-restrictive relative clause is separated from 
the main clause by punctuation, either with comma(s) (124), dash(es) (125), or brackets 
(parentheses) (126). In speech, a tone unit boundary or a pause typically separates 
non-restrictive relative clause from the matrix clause (see, e.g. Quirk et al. 1985). 
(124) The golfer, who in his career as a professional won 18 majors, told how his 
visit to the area was intended to take the course to the “next step”. (LSSE, 
The Press and Journal)
(125) Higgins slammed the corporation for what he described as their lethargic at-
titude towards providing a theatre - for which £1.5 million has been sanctioned 
by his Department. (ICE Press news S\W2C-018 City Tribune Galway.txt)
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(126) Sgt Cameron produced the figures at the meeting, which showed there 
were 15 road traffic offences, six assaults (four of which were detected), 
five vandalisms (two detected), one break-in and one attempted break-in. 
(LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
Although punctuation should indicate the beginning of a non-restrictive relative 
clause, non-restrictive relative clauses are not often overtly marked off, even in for-
mal written discourse (see, e.g., Jacobsson 1994: 182; Sigley 1997: 111; results of this 
study in chapter 5). Also, that is often used as a non-restrictive relativizer without a 
comma (Jacobsson 1994: 184). Therefore, the researcher cannot rely on punctuation 
of relative clauses in determining restrictiveness, but all relativizer instances in a 
database must be investigated manually. 
Below I have listed the criteria I have used in defining non-restrictive relative 
clauses. Some of the instances have overt punctuation and some do not. 
Proper nouns are always followed by a non-restrictive relative clause, unless they 
are used as common nouns as above in example (119) (see, e.g.  Jacobsson 1994: 189). 
(127) Robin Wishart, chairman of Loreburn Community Council - which has long 
been campaigning for regeneration - said: “This has got to be welcomed 
and we’re starting to see things move in the right direction but we do need 
to do a lot more. (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
(128) Sales were also down at shoe shop J. Gunn & Co which recorded a 30 per 
cent loss in business. (LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
(129) Fidelity which manages £1.6 billion for 200,000 unit holders, is offering a 
Personal Equity Plan (Pep) phased investment programme allowing in-
vestments to be spread over six or 12 months while earning tax-free inter-
est on that part of the Pep that remains in cash during the period. (ICE-
GB:W2C-012 #084:4)
When the information the relative clause carries about the antecedent is additional, 
the reference is non-restrictive relative.
(130) The Oban lifeboat had the highest number of calls - 55 search and rescues, 
in which 57 people were rescued. (LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
(131) She said: “Raymond, Claire, Daniel and Callum are a very special family 
who now have a home that has been specifically designed to meet their 
needs”. (LSSE, Ayr Advertiser)
When “the determiner is a genitive or a possessive determiner”, the reference is usu-
ally non-restrictive (Jacobsson 1994: 188). As Jacobsson (ibid.) points out, “a nominal 
preceded by a genitive or a possessive pronoun usually needs no further identification” 
(emphasis added). However, restrictive reference is sometimes required. The anteced-
ent may be abstract (132), inanimate (133) or human (134).
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(132) Yesterday she spoke to The Scotsman about her ordeal, which took place  
when she was 18. (LSSE, The Scotsman)
(133) “The sale is conditional on Co-operative Group completing its acquisition of 
Somerfield which we hope to achieve in the first quarter of 2009.” (HISSE, 
Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard)
(134) Damn it anyway, he is her husband – that she loves, whether we like it or 
not. (Philip Roth, When She Was Good, 39, in Jacobsson 1994: 188) 
Incorrect punctuation seems rather common with possessive antecedents. Sentences 
may sometimes receive a rather humorous interpretation if punctuation is incorrect 
as in examples (135–136) below, in both of which the antecedent contains a possessive 
pronoun:
(135) “It will be an honour to have our first standard which we can be proud to use 
for special events.” (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
If the relative clause in example (135) is read as a restrictive it means that the group 
have had other standards before, but now have the very first standard that they may 
use proudly (without embarrassment). 
(136) “There have certainly been changes since I attended lessons at the school 
and schooling in the area has definitely moved on since the days when 
Robert Burns, Alloway’s most famous son, received his education thanks to 
the forethought of his father who encouraged other farmers to pool together 
to finance a schoolmaster, John Murdoch, to teach their children.” (LSSE, 
Ayr Advertiser)
In a restrictive reading of example (136) we would interpret that Robert Burns had 
multiple fathers, which is highly unlikely based on our general knowledge of biology 
and history – at least at the time when Robert Burns lived. 
Sometimes additional information is added between the antecedent and the relative 
clause. In these instances the reference is non-restrictive and sometimes the punctua-
tion may be incorrect, as in example (137):
(137) His wife Sarah is an experienced local politician who subsequently worked 
for the previous Lib Dem leader, Paddy Ashdown, and has known Mr 
Kennedy for years. (HISSE, The Inverness Courier) 
If the entity is previously mentioned in the context, the relative clause is non-restric-
tive (Jacobsson 1994: 186). In example (138) the entity, i.e. the judges, are mentioned 
in the news headline. In the present data I have treated instances such as this as well 
as entities mentioned previously in the news article as non-restrictive. 
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(138) Spanish judges prepare to fly to London to question Pinochet 
 THE former Chilean dictator, Gen Augusto Pinochet, remains under armed 
guard at a London hospital today awaiting the arrival of two Spanish judges 
who will question him about alleged genocide and state-sponsored terror-
ism during his 17-years in power. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-011 
Irish Times)
In example (139) the entity, Invercharron Highland Games, is mentioned previously 
in the headline and in the text:
(139) Dreadful weather puts a dampener on Invercharron Games 
 ORGANISERS OF the Invercharron Games were hoping their event would 
escape the poor weather which has dogged the Highland Games season 
this year. But unfortunately it was not to be, and persistent rainfall kept 
spectators from attending the games which are traditionally the last in the 
season and were held at Balblair near Bonar Bridge last Saturday. (HISSE, 
The Northern Times)
In example (140) the houses are previously discussed in the context. The definite ar-
ticle refers anaphorically to the phrase 24 homes, which is an equivalent of the ante-
cedent the houses.
(140) …Lochalsh and Skye Housing Association is to build 24 homes at Burnside, 
15 for affordable rent and nine for shared equity, in a scheme community 
leaders regard as vital to Plockton’s future…. On completion, the houses 
which are both for rent and for sale on a shared equity basis, will go a long 
way to meeting the housing needs of the village and the surrounding area 
for the forseeable [sic] future. (HISSE, The Oban Times)
Also, in example (141) the Woolworths premises is discussed several times in the 
text before it is referred to in the relative clause, which clearly contains additional 
information:
(141) …Margaret Paterson said the retailers had voiced their concern about the 
overall effect the traffic order, the economic downturn and the closure of 
Woolies would have on the High Street and called for a positive solution. 
She said the meeting was a good opportunity for everyone to come together 
to discuss ideas to overcome problems which have been experienced by 
businesses throughout the town….”We really need ideas for new business-
es, we are desperate for a book shop in Dingwall and also a shop selling 
CDs and DVDs”…. Councillor Paterson said she had been speaking to the 
co-owner of the former Woolworths building and she had made it clear 
that she was more than happy to meet with anyone who was interested 
in renting the empty premises which enjoys a prime location on the High 
Street. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
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Unique referents or events (142–145) receive a non-restrictive interpretation: 
(142) Councillor MacKay added: The event’s success is down to a few key ingre-
dients: the hardworking Oban Events Team, the dry weather, quality enter-
tainment for all ages and the Tesco management, who bent over backwards 
to help us prepare.” (HISSE, The Oban Times)
(143) “Good news for us hopefully will mean good news for the Highland econo-
my of which we play a significant part.” (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
(144) The Enterprise Board also commented on Mr Haggas’ allegations: “HIE re-
mains supportive of efforts to further develop the Harris Tweed industry 
which associates the Outer Hebrides with a product of outstanding excel-
lence. (HISSE, Stornoway Gazette)
(145) Mr Allan added: “Clearly the Government central heating scheme which 
we have inherited was inadequate in many ways, which is why it has been 
reviewed, and why extra categories of people such as families with disabled 
children have now been made eligible.” (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
Related to the above examples are antecedents that can be considered general knowl-
edge (at the time of writing).
In examples (146–147) the on-going global economic crisis is discussed, whereas 
the entity mentioned in example (148) is of general knowledge.
(146) “The fact is that the financial squeeze which has affected so many other 
fields and industries has now hit us, with a vengeance.” (LSSE, Banffshire 
Journal) 
(147) It comes as it emerged that Aviemore Highland Resort talks with the Bank 
of Scotland about funding for the development is continuing for longer than 
expected because of the credit crunch which, of course, hit AHR’s main 
funders hard. (HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
(148) Perhaps the most active market was gold bullion which at last started to 
reflect the troubled times and advanced $6 to breach the $400 barrier at 
$403.50. (ICE-GB:W2C-013 #005:1)
Example (148) discusses gold bullion. Gold has been used as a global currency for 
thousands of years. It is of general knowledge that gold bullion is a currency that 
retains its value better than cash or liquid assets in times of financial crisis. It is also 
clear that gold bullion is not discussed here as a subset of particular gold bullions, 
but in general terms.
In like manner, illnesses (149–150) and species of animals (151–152) are unique 
referents and therefore modified by a non-restrictive relative clause:
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(149) “Children can develop toxocariasis which causes blindness.” (LSSE, 
Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
(150) The last outbreak of infection in the region was the Norovirus which af-
fected one ward in Dumfries and Galloway Royal Infirmary (DGRI) last 
December. (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
(151) The Cochlicella Barbara snail, which is most commonly found in 
Mediterranean countries, was discovered by locals John Adair and Pam 
Taylor while exploring the eastern shore of Luce Bay. (LSSE, Dumfries and 
Galloway Standard)
(152) Following intense top-level negotiations led by UK Fisheries Minister Huw 
Irranca-Davies, the commission also revisited restrictions on the landing 
of dogfish which has been in abundance in certain parts of the west coast 
this year including around Barra. (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
Relative clauses in which the verb tense changes from that in the matrix clause are 
analysed as non-restrictive. They are also called continuative relative clauses (see, 
e.g. Jespersen 1927: 82, cited in Sigley 1997: 115–6), and are generally infrequent.
(153) The win-win-win sequence of recent months has a pleasing symmetry but 
the draw-wind-draw start to the campaign had already produced an in-
cline that proved ultimately insurmountable. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news 
N\W2C-001 Belfast telegraph)
It is worth noting that relativizer instances in sentences that have two postmodify-
ing relative clauses that are coordinated by conjunctions such as and or but, the latter 
relative clause takes the same function as the first one. These cases are, however, 
infrequent in the current material. 
(154) Alexander and Mary Macdonald live at 7 Eagleton, an 80-year-old two-up, 
two-down house which is very difficult to heat and whose current heating 
system does not even give them enough hot water for a bath. (HISSE, West 
Highland Free Press)
As discussed in chapter 3, sentential relative clauses – which, however, are not part of 
this study – are always non-restrictive. They provide additional information about the 
preceding phrase or sentence(s). As Denison and Hundt (2013) point out, distinguish-
ing sentential relative clauses from adnominal non-restrictive relative clauses is not 
always simple, and as in the current data they sometimes lack correct punctuation:
(155) “Instead, she achieved the opposite result which is unfortunate”. (LSSE, 
John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
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(156) Councillors claim civil servants are proposing to reduce the number of day-
care places over a three-year period, from 319 to 135 which causes them 
“great concern”. (LSSE, The Press and Journal)
Possible ambiguity between restrictive and non-restrictive reading
According to Pääkkönen (1988: 86), determining restrictiveness in a news text is possi-
ble when one has access to the source text as a whole and is able to link the relativizer 
either anaphorically or cataphorically to the context (see examples (138–141) above). 
However, if restrictiveness must be decided in a sentence which is out of context, the 
possibility for ambiguity arises. In the present data, with the help of context, it was 
possible to determine restrictiveness of nearly all of the tokens. Sigley (1997: 120) 
considers types of antecedent as in example (157) ambiguous. He (ibid.) claims that 
such instances have multiple possible antecedents. However, in the present study a 
restrictive or non-restrictive interpretation has been determined for each such case. 
(157) The lorry was bringing the drink for the Crossmaglen Traditional Weekend, 
an annual even [sic] of music and drinking, which attracts thousands to the 
village. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news N\W2C-010 Sunday Life 2)
According to Sigley’s view, the referent of the relative clause would be ambiguous 
between the Crossmaglen Traditional Weekend and an annual event of music and drink-
ing. According to my analysis the Crossmaglen Traditional Weekend is the antecedent 
(unique event), while an annual event of music and drinking is an apposition provid-
ing additional information about the nature of the event, which is then followed by a 
non-restrictive relative clause. Example (157) could be paraphrased in the following 
way (158): 
(158) The lorry was bringing the drink for the Crossmaglen Traditional Weekend, 
which is an annual even of music and drinking that attracts thousands to 
the village.
Conversely, if a relative clause clearly restricts the entity in the apposition the rela-
tivizer has been analysed as being a defining part of the apposition. In the following 
examples (159–160), the relative clause is interpreted as restrictive. 
(159) Alan Mackay from South Balkeith, Tain, a regular seller who figures in the 
list of top 10 prices, said: “I’m very relieved”. (HISSE, The Northern Times)
(160) Sandy Morrison, a former Argyll man who now lives in Australia, came 
back for Hogmanay. (HISSE, The Oban Times)
In examples (159–160) proper nouns are followed by an apposition that has an indefi-
nite head noun and a relative clause which identifies the referent in the apposition. 
The apposition is placed between the subject and the verb + complements of the main 
clause, whereas, for example, in example (161) the apposition is an independent noun 
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phrase. These types of sentences (antecedent + apposition + RC) are particularly com-
mon with the relativizer who. 
Appositions may be problematic for the analysis of restrictiveness of the rela-
tive clause, because punctuation is inconsistent, as in example (161). Although the 
writer has omitted punctuation, I have analysed the example (161) as non-restrictive, 
because I consider the fact that there is only one premier in a country at a time as 
general knowledge.
(161) In a letter to Jose Socrates, the Portuguese premier who chairs the EU pres-
idency, Mr Brown urged him to “warn the Burmese government that we are 
watching their behaviour and that the EU will impose tougher sanctions if 
they make the wrong choices”. (LSSE, The Herald)
In comparison, in example (162) the apposition is placed clearly between commas, 
between the antecedent “Colin Wallace” and the relative clause. It is also worth not-
ing that in example (161) the initial noun phrase in the apposition contains a definite 
article as it does in example (162): 
(162) THE GOVERNMENT admitted last night that ministers knew 12 months 
ago that Ministry of Defence officials made an improper prior approach 
to the chairman of the independent inquiry into the dismissal of Colin 
Wallace, the former Northern Ireland Army press officer, who made al-
legations of a conspiracy to bring down the Wilson administration. (ICE-
GB:W2C-001 #003:1)
4.2.3.3 Types of relative clauses excluded from the study
As already discussed in chapter 3, I have excluded sentential and nominal relative 
clauses from the analysis of the present data. Below I have listed other types of rela-
tive clauses that are not part of the analysis. 
As explained above, non-finite structures resembling relative clauses (i.e. to-infin-
itives, and -ed and -ing participles), such as in examples in (163–165) below, have been 
excluded, because they do not fulfil the formal requirements set for relative clauses. 
For example, Newbrook (1988, cited in Newbrook 1998) has investigated the functions 
of these so-called “reduced relative” clauses in HKE. -ed participle clauses are also 
called WHIZ-deletions (i.e. omission of the (wh-)relativizer + verb be).
(163) Its absence was a factor to be taken into account. (Biber et al. 1999: 632)
(164) A military jeep travelling down Beach Road at high speed struck a youth 
crossing the street. (Biber et al. 1999: 630)
(165) I see a date where there was a Malcolm O’Leary buried in eighteen-and-
twenty-four from Gortin, from Eire. (Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 85)
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Although participle clauses can often be paraphrased by a relative clause, they may 
be ambiguous, which is a reason why they are seldom part of studies dealing with 
relativization. Below, example (164) has been paraphrased by example (166) (see Biber 
et al. 1999: 630):
(166) A military jeep that had been/was travelling down Beach Road at high 
speed struck a youth that/who had been/was crossing the street. 
Relative clauses in headlines of news articles are excluded from the analysis, because 
headlines often have a compressed syntactic structure, i.e. they are typically not full 
sentences:
(167) Free to walk streets - the sexual predator PC who beat rape charges (LSSE, 
The Scotsman) 
(168) The children who know only war and starvation (ICE-GB:W2C-002 #033:2)
Although some headlines that form a full sentence with a subordinating relative 
clause occur in the data, these have been excluded from the analysis in order to keep 
the data uniform. Also, in some cases the headline is repeated in the text, and this is 
yet another reason to exclude them from the analysis.
Sentences that contain an ill-formed relative clause are not included:
(169) “My father was a minister of the church, and his favourite story was the 
parable of the talents which he believed - and I do too - that each and every 
one of us has a talent and each and every one of us should be able to use 
that talent,” he said. (LSSE, The Herald)
Unfinished sentences are excluded. These are rare in news writing, but common in 
speech:
(170) Mr Maguire and Mr Mackay-Scott, 38, who have been together for 14 years. 
(LSSE, The Scotsman)
Direct loans, for example, names of songs and poems are not included:
(171) For the record, Kenny Ross sang a Burnsian selection including “O gin my 
luv were yon red rose”, “O a’ the airts Ø the wind can blaw”, “Whistles ower 
the lave o’ it”, “Ca the yowes tae the knowes” and “My love is but a lassie 
yet”. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
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4. 3 DATA BA S E S O F T H E S T U DY
This subsection is dedicated to the discussion of the three synchronic corpora used 
as the databases of the study. I will first provide a general overview of these corpora, 
after which the compilation principles and the composition of the Corpus of Scottish 
English On-line Press News (CSEOPN) will be explained. I will elaborate on the sam-
pling principles, the size and the representativeness of CSEOPN. After this, the dia-
lect areas represented and the on-line newspapers that constitute the corpus will be 
introduced. 
4.3.1 General overview of the corpora 
The Corpus of Scottish English On-line Press News (CSEOPN) consists of on-line news-
paper articles published in Scotland. CSEOPN is divided into two sub-corpora of equal 
size, Highland and Island SSE (HISSE) and Lowland SSE (LSSE), which represent 
the two major English dialect areas of Scotland. The dialect area of Insular Scots100 is 
excluded from CSEOPN. At the time when I was compiling CSEOPN it proved difficult 
to obtain a sufficient amount of online newspaper material from Shetland and Orkney. 
For example, in the major newspaper in Orkney, the Orcadian, the news items are 
often too short to fulfil the criteria set for CSEOPN. However, in the future research 
comparisons between the syntax of this previously Norn-speaking area to that of 
HIScE and LScE might prove interesting. Thus far, CSEOPN remains unpublished. 
News reportage sections of two components of the widely used International Corpus 
of English (ICE), viz. ICE-Great Britain Release 2 and ICE-Ireland, are used as points 
of comparison. They have been published quite recently: ICE-GB in 1998 and ICE-
Ireland in 2007.
The news articles that constitute the ICE-GB press reportage sub-corpus were 
published in 1990 and 1991, and those of ICE-Ireland in 1993–4 and 1998. In compari-
son, the news articles in CSEOPN were published between 2005 and 2009. Although 
the temporal difference between the publishing of the articles of the ICE corpora and 
CSEOPN stretches for nearly two decades, there is no evidence from previous studies 
on ScE that dramatic grammatical changes would have taken place in its written form 
during this period. It has been claimed that language change does not affect written 
language as fast as spoken language; on the other hand, in press writing aspects of 
language change in progress have been detected within a space of thirty years (Hundt 
1998: 19; see also Leech and Smith (2009) on discussion on written BrE and AmE). 
These changes occur typically in lexis and orthography (consider, for example, recent 
changes in language use related to IT-technology and social media), while grammati-
cal changes usually take a longer time to develop (Mair 2006). 
CSEOPN and the ICE corpora are different in terms of their basic design. The ICE 
corpora are compatible 1,000,000-word multi-purpose (or general) corpora. The ICE 
100  Insular Scots is spoken in Shetland and Orkney (see e.e. Millar 2007).
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corpora are uniform in their design and are broken up into a spoken and written part 
(60% and 40% of the corpus make-up, respectively), both of which contain a variety 
of genres (for information on ICE-corpora design see, e.g. http://ice-corpora.net/ice/
design.htm). Compilation of new ICE corpora is an on-going project, of which the aim 
is to provide databases for research on inner and outer circle varieties of educated 
English101. In the present study the press news reportage sections of ICE-GB and ICE-
Ireland are used. They both consist of 20 samples of news texts, all of which contain 
approximately 2,000 words, and total approximately 40,000 words. Sub-corpora of 
ICE-Ireland are further divided into two groups of equal sizes “on a jurisdictional 
basis between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland”, i.e. The Republic of 
Ireland and Northern Ireland (see Kallen and Kirk 2008: 99–100). This division strictly 
follows the national, not dialect, boundaries. Both national and regional newspapers 
are represented in ICE-Ireland and their distribution is rather equal.
The press news section in ICE-GB contains articles from English, Welsh and 
Scottish printed newspapers. These text samples represent national dailies (which are 
also called quality, broadsheet or up-market newspapers) and regional newspapers such 
as the Western Mail and Yorkshire Post102.  The samples collected from two Scottish 
newspapers, the Scotsman and the Herald (W2C-015 and W2C-018, respectively) total 
approximately 4,200 words, which make up 10 per cent of the total size of ICE-GB’s 
press news section. In order to avoid having material from the same newspapers in 
the two corpora that I am comparing with each other, the Scotsman and the Herald 
samples have been extracted from the ICE-GB data and replaced by a sample col-
lected from two online versions of English broadsheet newspapers the Guardian and 
the Times. In this way I was also able to make sure that I have the same amount of 
material for BrE and IrE. The Guardian and the Times sample contains nine articles 
published in 2005, and it amounts to 6,186 words. This addition to the remaining ICE-
GB press news section makes the BrE corpus of equal size with the ICE-Ireland news 
reportage section (word counts for BrE 43,761 and ICE-Ireland 43,464). 
CSEOPN is a special-purpose corpus (or purpose-built corpus, in Kennedy 1998: 
69; McEnery, Xiao and Tono 2006; Beal, Corrigan and Moisl 2007a/b; Corrigan and 
Mearns 2016, in preparation) consisting solely of on-line newspaper articles (see a 
description of a similar special-purpose news corpus in Bednarek 2006). CSEOPN 
material is collected from Scottish national, regional and local on-line newspapers. 
Unlike in ICE-Ireland, the division of CSEOPN sub-corpora is based on historical-
linguistic grounds, i.e. the established dialect border between the Scottish Highlands 
and Lowlands. Map 1 in chapter 2 shows the division into LScE and HIScE -speak-
ing areas as presented in Smith (2000). CSEOPN is compiled by myself according 
to the established principles of corpus compilation (see, e.g., Pearson 1998; Hundt, 
101  See Kachru (1985) for the definition of the inner, outer and expanding circles of English.
102  Jucker (1992: 4, 47–8) points out that newspapers may be categorised according to their circulation 
(national vs. regional); quality (“qualities” concentrate on high standard news reportage while “populars” 
are read by larger audiences); format and size (“broadsheets” which measure 15 * 24 inches, and “tab-
loids” which measure 12 * 14 inches), and lastly the socio-economic classes of the readership (up-market, 
mid-market and down-market papers). Typically, the first attributes in this listing coincide in newspapers 
such as the Times, the Independent and the Guardian, while, for example, the Sun and the Star are defined 
as populars, tabloids and down-market papers. 
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Nesselhauf and Biewer 2007). With respect to its size, CSEOPN is larger than the 
press sections in the ICE corpora. CSEOPN consists of approximately 174,000 words: 
the HISSE sub-corpus has 86,259 words and LSSE 86,174 words. Even though a corpus 
of this size may seem small by modern standards, special-purpose corpora of similar 
size or even smaller have been used previously, for example, by Bednarek (2006) in 
her study on evaluation in newspaper discourse and Levey (2006) on relativization 
strategies in London preadolescent speech103. Even though CSEOPN and the ICE-
sub-corpora used in this study are of different sizes, this does not pose a problem for 
the quantitative analysis of the study, because statistical differences and similarities 
are verified with tests that take deviation in the amount of data into consideration. 
However, the smaller sizes of the BrE corpus and ICE-Ireland press reportage sec-
tion cause potential limitations to the present study in relation to the occurrence and 
analysis of rare items such as the relativizers whom and whose. I will take this into 
account in the analysis and interpretation of the results.
Ethical issues in relation to the use of news articles as a research material do not in 
my view require consideration of privacy of the source or informants in a similar man-
ner such as data collected, for example, from blog- or Twitter-posts or private letters 
or conversations (see, e.g., Koene and Adolphs 2015; McEnery and Hardie 2012). News 
articles are not private as they are published in the public domain, despite the fact 
that they often handle matters of a private nature. All the databases used in this study 
contain only previously published materials. As already noted, I have also requested a 
permission to use the texts selected for CSEOPN from the editors of the newspapers. 
4.3.2 Existing corpora on Scots and ScE and CSEOPN
There has been a growing interest in the study of Scots and ScE linguistic features 
at the turn of the 21st century. In order to cater for this increasing interest several 
corpora have been published quite recently. The Scottish Corpus of Texts and Speech 
(SCOTS)104, compiled by the English Language department and the STELLA project 
at the University of Glasgow, has been online since 2004 and it covers the period 
from 1945 to the present day. SCOTS is extensive in its scope of genres of Scots and 
ScE speech and writing. It also contains newspaper texts (35,536 words) from the 
Lowlands, but this sample is neither large enough for the present purposes nor com-
patible with the ICE material. Some of the texts under the news category in SCOTS 
are not news articles as such but poems and other types of short stories mainly writ-
ten in Scots. The Corpus of Modern Scottish Writing (CMSW)105, also compiled at the 
University of Glasgow, covers the years between 1700–1945. CMSW contains eight 
genres of writing, ranging from personal writing to journalism and administrative 
prose. Helsinki Corpus of Older Scots (HCOS)106, released in 1995, contains material 
103  Both Bednarek’s and Levey’s databases contain approximately 70,000 words.
104  Available at http://www.scottishcorpus.ac.uk/
105  Available at http://www.scottishcorpus.ac.uk/cmsw/
106  Available at http://www.helsinki.fi/varieng/CoRD/corpora/HCOS/
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from the early stages of written Scots and covers the period of 1450–1700. Recently, in 
2011, the Varieng team at the University of Helsinki published the Corpus of Scottish 
Correspondence (CSC), which covers roughly the same period as HCOS, that is, the 
years 1500–1715. FRED (Freiburg Corpus of English Dialects), released in 2006, con-
tains speech data from the British Isles including different parts of Scotland, but no 
written material. At the moment, ICE-Scotland is being compiled at the University of 
Münster. This ICE-project was launched in November 2013, and will eventually com-
prise of SSE speech and text published in 2012–15.
CSEOPN has been collected to complement these previously compiled corpora on 
Scots and ScE to allow research on modern written SSE. The aim has been to compile 
a specialized corpus that represents educated written language from two major dialect 
areas in Scotland. News reportage has been chosen as the object of study on the basis 
of it fulfilling the requirement of it being representative of educated written StE. As 
Douglas (2009: 10) points out, “[n]ewspapers have been argued to exert powerful lin-
guistic forces within society and are usually perceived as using ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ 
language”. She (2009: 63) continues that “newspapers are examples of a particular 
type of institutional discourse, and as such their language will tend to conform to 
the prevailing institutional and societal norms.” On these grounds, I have considered 
newspaper language as a suitable example of educated and standard language use.
The target of the ICE corpora is to represent “educated” English use. Therefore 
the informants who have been selected have either received their formal education 
through the medium of the English language to the completion of secondary school 
or they meet the education criterion in their public status. In addition, they work, 
for example, as politicians, broadcasters or writers (Greenbaum 1996: 6). In general, 
journalists are expected to fulfil the criteria set for ICE informants. Unfortunately, 
it proved impossible to find out about the educational background of the journalists 
whose articles are included in CSEOPN. The same applies to journalists whose work is 
included in ICE-Ireland and ICE-GB, because in many instances not even their names 
are provided. This shows that establishing authors’ identities and backgrounds has 
proved impossible even for compilers of large corpora such as ICE-corpora (see also 
section 4.3.5).
4.3.3 Compilation of CSEOPN
Corpus compilers attempt to compose a database that is fully representative of the 
language, dialect or genre(s) the corpus is intended to represent. Multi-purpose cor-
pora aim to represent a particular language or variety as a whole and therefore the 
corpus compiler has to decide on the inclusion of different genres and the proportions 
between these genres. However, when composing a special-purpose corpus such as 
CSEOPN, which represents a particular genre and differs from multi-purpose cor-
pora in terms of its structure and purpose, other aspects regarding the corpus size 
and representativeness have to be catered for (see, e.g., Biber 2007; Hunston 2008). 
Earlier, the majority of literature concerning corpus linguistics (e.g., Biber, Conrad 
and Reppen 1998; Meyer 2002) discussed the design and use of general corpora. At 
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the time when I was compiling CSEOPN I became painfully aware of the fact that 
information on how to create a balanced specialized corpus was hard to find. Pearson 
(1998: 56) has also commented on the lack of relevant literature: “[r]elatively little has 
been written about the design of special purpose corpora in general”. Pearson (1998: 
58–66) describes the process of collecting data for her own study, but fails to provide 
an illustrative description of the procedure. More recently, for example, Hoffmann 
(2007), Hundt and Biewer (2007), and Biber and Kurjian (2007) provide brief accounts 
about the compilation processes of corpora they have compiled from Internet sources. 
Several handbooks illustrating the many factors involved in corpus research, includ-
ing, for example, compilation of specialized corpora, have been recently published, 
for example, Lüdeling and Kytö (2008, 2009), O’Keeffe and McCarthy (2010) and Biber 
and Reppen (2015).
Views differ regarding the suitable size of corpora. Nowadays, general corpora 
tend to be as large as possible, but the sizes of specialized corpora vary according to 
their purpose (see, e.g. Hunston 2008). Kennedy (1998: 68) remarks that “[r]ather than 
focusing so strongly on the quantity of data in a corpus, compilers and analysts need 
also to bear in mind that the quality of the data they work with is at least as important” 
(emphasis added). Therefore, when compiling a specialized corpus, its representative-
ness and content are of crucial importance. At the same time, the researcher must 
confirm that the corpus is large enough to contain a sufficient amount of the features 
he or she wishes to study. 
My objective has been to compose a balanced specialised corpus, and therefore 
the method of sampling had to be other than commonly used for the compilation of 
general corpora. I decided to use the methodology called purposive non-probability 
sampling107 when selecting data for CSEOPN. This means that in the sampling of the 
data, I was not concerned about the circulation or readership figures of the on-line 
newspapers vis-à-vis demography, but the aim was to create the sub-corpora, HISSE 
and LSSE, as balanced as possible in terms of their sizes and the extent of their geo-
graphical representativeness (cf. Kallen and Kirk 2007 on compilation of ICE-Ireland). 
As a sampling frame I used a catalogue found on the Internet, http://scottishnews-
papers.com/, which lists the newspapers published in Scotland and provides links 
to them. This listing was used along with dialect maps of Scotland to select suitable 
representatives for each dialect area108. If I had more than one choice for an area, I 
decided to include data from the online paper from which the articles were of ap-
propriate length (discussed below). Because strict copyright laws often apply to the 
use and storing of material gathered from newspapers, I contacted the editors of the 
newspapers whose material I wanted to include in the corpus in order to obtain per-
missions for the use of the news articles. It must be noted that receiving authorizations 
107  Purposive sampling means that a targeted sample is collected based on a particular characteris-
tic (Frey et al. 2000: 132), in this case a representative newspaper of a particular region (i.e. Scottish 
Highlands and Islands or Scottish Lowlands). Nonprobability sampling does not involve random selection, 
but the researcher selects the samples/informants (see, e.g. http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/
sampnon.php).
108  Here I refer to dialect areas in the Lowlands illustrated in Maps 1 and 2 in chapters 2 and 4, respec-
tively. The Highlands and Islands are considered one dialect area.
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to use copyrighted material was at times a troublesome task, as also pointed out by 
Meyer (2002: 62), and I had to contact some editors several times. After this, I selected 
articles which were easily obtained from the newspaper’s web page or archives and 
free to download. 
After downloading the articles from the Internet, they were saved as Text Only 
documents in ASCII form. I removed all advertising banners, photos and captions, 
which are typically placed in between the running text. The corpus was adapted 
into a machine-readable format so that concordance programs such as MonoConc 
and Wordsmith are able to detect the search items (http://www.athel.com/tour.pdf 
and Scott 2012). The data has not been stripped of HMTL mark-up, because there 
did not occur any complications when the original texts were converted into ASCII 
code (cf. Hundt and Biewer 2007: 252). CSEOPN remains at the moment unparsed and 
untagged, and therefore the zero elements have had to be searched manually. It is 
possible to tag CSEOPN later, for example, by using the automatic Biber grammatical 
tagger (see, e.g. Biber and Kurjian 2007: 114).
The two sub-corpora, HISSE and LSSE, have been compiled from online newspa-
pers published in sixteen localities in the Highlands and Islands, and the Lowlands 
of Scotland. I collected a sample that is approximately 10,500 words from each news-
paper, which adds up to approximately 87,000 per sub-corpus. This amount of data 
should be large enough to contain an adequate number of relativizers (who, which, 
that and zero), which in Biber’s 1999 study were “moderately” common in news writing 
(see Biber et. al 1999: 610–1). The relativizers whom, whose and why occur infrequently 
regardless of the genre or the size of data, whereas the adverbial relativizers where 
and when are likely to occur more frequently. 
The process of sampling the texts has been systematic. All the texts that fulfilled 
the specified design criteria have been manually selected. According to Kennedy 
(1998: 75), when sampling newspaper articles “… a systematic procedure is needed by 
which the sample is compiled by adding further text from the next item or items of 
the same text category in that edition”. I have followed this procedure, and included 
all suitable texts from one issue and then moved to the next, if and when, I have not 
been able to find enough data from one source. This means that a sample from each 
newspaper consists of a number of texts as illustrated by tables 1 and 2 below.
Since online news items may often be rather short, I first used the amount of 
300 words as a decisive length for each selected text. A news article of that length 
should be long enough to include frequent linguistic features such as relative clauses. 
However, online newspaper articles are often shorter than that. For this reason, I ac-
cepted texts that are just over 200 words. Since the sample for each newspaper con-
sists of several news items, it is not problematic for the outcome of the study to have 
some articles that are shorter than 300 words among the longer ones. Consequently, 
the length of the articles fluctuates from 220 to 2,058 words. For example, Biber and 
Kurjian (2007: 114) did not accept texts that are shorter than 200 words in their corpus 
compiled of web documents, because they are not long enough “to reliably represent 
the distribution of many linguistic features”. I tested this in my MA thesis (Hillberg 
2008), in which I studied relativization in articles of six newspapers from Scotland 
and England. The total number of words for individual newspapers were approxi-
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mately the same as in this study and variation in the number of words in each sample 
fluctuated in a similar manner as here: some news articles contained less than 300 
words, but since each sample consisted of more than 10,000 words this did not affect 
the final results. For these reason some texts that were under 300 words but over 200 
words were included in this study. All texts included in CSEOPN are full articles, 
which explains the variation in the sample sizes. Because of the restrictions on the 
type of articles included in CSEOPN (see below), each sample had to be collected from 
a number of news items and issues. Another reason that caused the samples to be of 
varying sizes is the simple fact that some online newspapers prefer very compact 
reporting style that results in short articles, while in others stories are covered more 
extensively. Therefore the number of texts per sample fluctuates between 14 and 28 
as illustrated by tables 1 and 2. 
Table 1. The composition of the HISSE corpus
Newspaper Articles  
published
N of words N of texts Shortest /long-
est article
Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard 12/2008 – 02/2009 10,597 18 374 / 1,004
The Inverness Courier 09/2005 – 01/2006 11,835 22 323 / 1,175
The Northern Times 09/2007 – 10/2007 11,005 20 320 / 897
The Oban Times 11/2008 – 02/2009 10,845 24 275 / 682
Ross-shire Journal 01/2009 – 02/2009 10,460 24 260 / 691
Stornoway Gazette 12/2008 – 02/2009 10,587 21 315 / 754
Strathspey and Badenoch Herald 01/2009 – 02/2009 10,475 15 372 / 1,149
West Highland Free Press 10/2008 – 02/2009 11,203 18 350 / 1,079
Total 87,007 162
Table 2. The composition of the LSSE corpus
Newspaper Articles  
published
N of words N of texts Shortest / 
longest article
Ayr Advertiser 01/2009 – 02/2009 10,433 26 230 / 784
Banffshire Journal 01/2009 – 02/2009 10,527 20 233 / 812
Border Telegraph 03/2008 – 02/2009 10,619 27 220 / 578
Dumfries and Galloway Standard 01/2009 – 02/2009 10,554 28 255 / 596
The Herald 09/2007 11,550 22 239 / 769
John O’Groat Journal and Caithness 
Courier
01/2009 – 02/2009 10,793 15 339 / 1,190
The Press and Journal 09/2007 – 10/2007 11,136 21 295 / 854
The Scotsman 10/2005 – 01/2006 11,667 14 425 / 2,058
Total 87,279 173
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As tables 1 and 2 indicate, the data for CSEOPN has been collected between September 
2005 and April 2009. The HISSE sub-corpus contains 162 texts, while the LSSE sub-
corpus consists of 173 texts. At the same time, the shortest and the longest texts in the 
data occur in the LSSE corpus. The shortest articles in CSEOPN are found in the three 
on-line newspapers published in the southern parts of the Lowlands, namely Ayr 
Advertiser, Border Telegraph and Dumfries and Galloway Standard, while the Scotsman, 
John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier (both LSSE), and Strathspey and Badenoch 
Herald (HISSE) have the most elaborate style of reporting. 
In the Scottish context the Herald, the Press and Journal and the Scotsman can 
be characterized as national newspapers, because they are circulated around the 
country and cover news from home and abroad, but by national British standards 
they rather fall under the category of regional newspapers. These three papers are 
published in the largest population centres of the Scottish Lowlands, and in addition 
to representing their regional dialects, they are published in cities where the dia-
lects called Urban Scots109 are recognized (Robinson and Crawford 2001). Newspapers 
with a similar nationwide circulation are not published in the Highlands. The rest 
of the on-line newspapers in CSEOPN are regional or local, because they focus on 
local news, events, sports and arts. For the localities of the newspapers included in 
CSEOPN see map 2 below. 
109  Urban Scots refers to the working class dialects of Scots spoken in and around the most populated 
towns and cities, especially Aberdeen, Edinburgh and Glasgow (Robinson and Crawford 2001; www.
scots-online.org).
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Map 2. Locations of CSEOPN newspapers. The original map is from Aitken (1984a: 110)110. 
110  The original map is that of Aitken (1984a: 110): “Map 6.1. The Lowland Scots-speaking areas, showing 
the linguistic Highland Line and the dialect districts referred to in chapter 6. Note: The Highland Line is 
here adapted from that established by Speitel in Speitel (1981). The term ‘Northern’ in the text embraces 
the dialect districts shown here as Orkney, Shetland, North Mainland and North-Eastern”. Map 2 differs 
from Map 1 to a certain extent. For example, the dialect boundaries and some of the dialect labels may 
be partly different.
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4.3.4 Text types in CSEOPN
The majority of the news articles in CSEOPN deal with local and regional, and to a 
lesser extent with national (i.e. British) news. In addition to these, few news articles 
from the Scotsman include topics that cover subject areas such as politics and health 
and one that discusses foreign news. For example, Bell (1991) points out that foreign 
news typically originate from international news agencies such as Associated Press, 
in which case the original writer of the text is difficult to identify. Therefore the in-
clusion of foreign news should be avoided in corpora that represent regional and/or 
dialectal language varieties. As Biber (1990: 261) points out “…newspaper articles can 
range from narrative and colloquial in linguistic form to informational and elaborated 
in form”. By selecting data which is as homogenous as possible, I was able to ensure 
that the corpus contains material that is written at a similar formality level and in a 
similar journalistic style. Articles dealing with, for example, sports and arts, as well as 
editorials and letters to the editor were excluded, because these types of news tend to 
be written in a distinct style111. It must be noted here that the ICE-GB news reportage 
section contains a 2,000-word sample of sports news.
The online news articles in CSEOPN are not always identical copies of their print-
ed counterparts, but written mainly for the Internet. Sometimes, however, the ar-
ticles may be either abridged versions of the printed news or exactly identical with 
them. Even though the comparison material, i.e. the ICE corpora, is collected from the 
printed media, I do not see the slight genre difference between the data as a prob-
lem, although this may potentially have an effect on language use (see, e.g. Meyer 
2002: 63). The present study also provides an opportunity to make observations on 
modern media language in regional varieties of English. Overall, however, all the 
online papers in CSEOPN behave like printed papers in a sense that they cover a 
large variety of subjects, but in differing degrees of detail. For example, some of the 
stories in the Scotsman are very detailed feature-story-like reports while, for example, 
Ayr Advertiser does not offer elaborate background information on its reportage, but 
instead goes more straight to the point, which also has an effect on sample size as 
discussed above (cf. Rademann 1998: 54).
 Biber (1990: 262) states that “…the linguistic characterization of a genre depends 
on both its central tendency and its range of variation”, i.e. text types may vary to a 
great degree within a genre (cf. different literature genres, for example, science fiction 
vs. biographical literature). According to Leech and Smith (2009: 192), news writing 
typically aims to compactness, which is realized by densification, i.e. sentences are 
mainly constructed of noun + noun sequences, and, for example, by the use of s-
genitives. In general, news writing for printed and online newspapers works rather 
similarly, i.e. the content of the news does not change, but internal variation between 
the texts and news genres exists in terms of terminology, length, elaborateness and 
111  National, regional and local news fall in the category of ‘hard news’ (Bell 1991). Bell (1991: 14) divides 
the genre of press news into four categories: hard news (e.g., reports of accidents, conflicts, crimes, etc.); 
feature articles (longer articles providing background information); special-topic news (e.g., sports, busi-
ness/financing, arts, etc.) and headlines, crossheads or subheadings, bylines and photo captions. 
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style (e.g. financial news vs. sports reports). With respect to the length of news ar-
ticles, the online news articles are often shorter and more condensed in comparison 
to printed news, even though there are no length restrictions for writing in the World 
Wide Web. As Lewis (2003: 99) remarks, in online news writing paragraphs are often 
composed of one sentence or a single idea. 
As Hundt (1998: 140) points out, news are edited before publication. Bell (1991: 70–4) 
lists typical ways of editing news texts: information deletion, lexical substitution and 
syntactic editing. He remarks, for example, that “[r]elative clauses are re-embedded into 
other sentences or raised to become main clauses”. While these observations are true, 
they may be seen as problems in terms of the authenticity of the language investigated, 
but in fact most published texts are proof-read and edited. People edit even their let-
ters and e-mails, which makes spontaneous speech probably the only type of naturally 
flowing language. In addition, newspapers may have their own in-house style guides 
according to which the articles are written and edited (see Meyer 2002: 101). I contacted 
editors of the newspapers represented in CSEOPN in order to find out about their use 
of style guides. I received only four replies (out of 16 newspapers), which indicated that 
two of these newspapers use a published in-house style guide and two of them do not. 
Broadsheet papers such as the Guardian and the Times typically make use of their own 
style guides (see, e.g. Bell 1991). Related to this issue is the writing style of individual 
journalists. Even though in the majority of CSEOPN online newspapers several report-
ers contribute to each issue, it is worth noting that articles in some of the newspapers, 
for example in Ayr Advertiser, are written by a small number of journalists. One of the 
purposes for collecting news data across the dialect regions was therefore to avoid in-
dividual idiolects dominating the data (cf. Hunston 2008). 
Another significant factor that affects language use in online news writing is the 
fact that news may be edited and up-dated constantly. This, of course, is not possible 
for printed newspapers. This may be a challenge for journalists, because the sense 
of immediacy may have an effect on their writing and result in compressed sentence 
structures and story narratives (see, e.g. Biber 2003: 169–81). It must be noted though 
that in local and regional online newspapers, which are typically published once or 
twice a week, news are not up-dated as regularly as they are in national on-line pa-
pers. Rather, follow-up stories are written if considered necessary. 
4.3.5 Demography of the journalists
It is important to highlight here that this work discusses contemporary ScE that is 
used and published in Scotland. The present data is intended to reflect the educated 
language use in different parts of Scotland, and it may contain news articles writ-
ten by non-native Scottish journalists. Had the population been strictly restricted 
to Scottish journalists, the database would not represent the actual language use in 
present-day Scotland. Nonetheless, CSEOPN comprises of news articles that have 
been written for and read by local Scottish audience. As Douglas (2009: 51) points 
out “Scottish newspapers are aimed at a predominantly Scottish readership.” For ex-
ample, the population in the Highlands of Scotland is low, and it is likely that I would 
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not have been able to find enough data from journalists that are “true” Highlanders 
(Robert McColl Millar, personal communication). Likewise, it is possible that journal-
ists of Lowlands’ newspapers come from outside this region. However, it can be as-
sumed that the great number of journalists contributing to each newspaper alleviate 
the possible bias in the data. Another factor that naturally contributes to this issue is 
the fact that it is not always just one person who is responsible of the final outcome 
of the news article, but a group of journalists may be involved in this process. As 
Douglas (2009: 63) states, “[n]ewpapers are not written by individuals. … [n]ewspa-
pers are written by a committee. …Usually, the more people who are involved in its 
production, the more normalized will be the discourse”. As will be seen in chapter 5, 
regional tendencies exist, even though the factors mentioned here could be seen as 
factors that actually impede regional variation.
In addition, it is difficult and even impossible to obtain background information 
about the authorship of online, and to a lesser degree of printed, newspaper articles 
(cf. Hundt and Biewer 2007: 252, Douglas 2015). In the present data (as in the ICE data), 
names of the journalists are provided roughly in half of the articles. For example, 
the Oban Times and the Inverness Courier do not provide names of the authors at all. 
Consequently, extra-linguistic information about the authors’ origin and educational 
level is impossible to obtain. It is also dubious to establish the author’s nationality by his 
or her name, although Hundt and Biewer (2007: 252) admit of doing this. In Great Britain 
people tend to move around a lot, and many people have immigrated to the Highlands 
of Scotland, which, however, still remain sparsely populated (see, e.g. Scotland’s Census 
2011 population figures). For example, personal names are often misleading in a country 
where intermarriage and internal migration is typical. For instance, Green and Peters 
(1991) accepted chiefly Australian, i.e. native-born112, informants to the Australian cor-
pus (ACE) project, and they admit that the ACE data is perhaps too homogenous and 
does not necessarily represent the true nature of Australian society and Australian 
English (AusE) in it (see Green and Peters 1991: 49, 51). 
Kallen and Kirk (2007: 121) state that strict principles govern the selection of in-
formants in the ICE corpora: the informants must be 18 years or older, and they must 
have completed at least secondary schooling in English. However, no demographic 
information on the authors of press news reportage is provided in neither ICE-GB nor 
ICE-Ireland. In general, however, the ICE-Ireland informants have completed their 
primary and second-level education in Ireland, but they may have resided abroad or in 
other jurisdiction during or after their education (see Kallen and Kirk 2007: 126). It is 
therefore possible that other languages or types of English have affected the language 
used by the ICE-Ireland and ICE-GB populations.
This chapter has explored the aims, methods and databases of this work. First, 
section 4.1 explained the aims of and research questions of the study, which was fol-
lowed in section 4.2 by an illustration of the quantitative and qualitative methods ap-
plied in this study. Last, section 4.3 covered the databases used and their composition. 
Next, chapter 5 will present the results of this investigation.
112  This categorization naturally raises the question: who is considered a native-born Australian?
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5 Results of the study
This chapter elaborates on the results of the study. The first section introduces the 
overall distribution of relative clauses in the data. Sections 5.2–5.6 investigate the uses 
of individual relativizers. Section 5.7 examines the functions of restrictive relativizers 
in subject, object and adverbial positions, while section 5.8 studies the same functions 
of non-restrictive relativizers. The last section, section 5.9, then, discusses the oc-
currence of relativizers in minor categories, that is, as predicative complements, and 
in existential and it-cleft sentences as well as the use of relative clauses in relation 
to Accessibility Hierarchy. I will provide examples from all the investigated datasets 
throughout this chapter, that is, not only from SSE, but also from IrE and BrE. 
At this point it must be noted that only the so-called “standard” relativizers, i.e. that, 
zero and the wh-relatives, occur in news. Although non-standard relativizers as, at and 
what are reported as features of spoken Scots and English dialects, they are not part 
of the relativizer inventory of the news articles investigated here (see, e.g., Grant 1931, 
cited in Herrmann 2005; Grant and Murison 1974, cited in Herrmann 2005; Romaine 
1982a, b, 1984a; Macafee 1983; Macaulay 1991; McClure 1994; and Tagliamonte et al. 
2005). These features do not occur even in the excerpts of quoted speech. The same 
applies for the following non-standard relativization strategies discussed in chapter 
3: the use of resumptive pronouns in relative clauses and the use of that + possessive 
pronoun instead of the genitive whose. All other features within the scope of this study, 
standard and non-standard, are investigated below and further discussed in chapter 6. 
5.1 FR E Q U E N C Y A N D D I S T R I B U T I O N O F A D N O M I N A L R E L AT I V E 
C L AU S E S 
The databases yield altogether 2,623 relative clauses, which are distributed as follows: 
HISSE 889, LSSE 883, IrE 409 and BrE 442 relative clauses.
Tables 3 and 4 below provide the frequency of relative clauses normalized per 
10,000 words of running text. See table 1 in Appendix A for the absolute numbers of 
relativizers in the data.
Table 3. Frequency of relative markers excluding adverbial relatives, absolute numbers nor-
malized per 10,000 words
Relativizer/
Variety
N of 
words zero that which who whom whose total
HISSE 86,007 16.0 13.9 34.1 26.4 0.3 1.8 92.5
LSSE 87,279 15.4 17.1 29.0 26.9 0.5 1.4 90.3
IrE 43,464 9.4 7.8 30.8 35.2 0.5 2.3 86.0
BrE 43,761 11.2 14.4 33.4 26.5 0.5 2.7 88.7
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Table 4. Frequency of relative markers including adverbial relativizers, absolute numbers nor-
malized per 10,000 words113
Relativizer/
Variety zero that which who whom whose where when why total
HISSE 16.0 13.9 34.1 26.1 0.3 1.8 6.1 3.2 0.2 102.0
LSSE 15.4 17.1 29.0 26.9 0.5 1.4 6.6 3.9 0.5 101.3
IrE 9.4 7.8 30.8 35.2 0.5 2.3 4.4 3.7 0.0 94.1
BrE 11.2 14.4 33.4 26.5 0.5 2.7 6.6 6.6 0.2 102.1
Overall, adnominal relativization is a rather frequent grammatical feature: there are 
approximately 90 relative clauses in 10,000 words of running text across the varie-
ties. This frequency is very similar to that in NZE news reportage114, in which Sigley 
(1997: 212) finds 85.4 adnominal relative clauses per 10,000 words. When the adverbial 
relativizers where, when and why are added to the figures, the frequency of relativizers 
rises to just over 100 relative clauses in SSE and BrE, and to 94 in IrE. 
The occurrence of relativizers in news is nearly twofold in comparison to spoken 
English: in Herrmann’s (2003) data on spoken English dialects, relativizer frequency 
is approximately 52 relativizers per 10,000 words excluding adverbial relativizers, 
which are not included in her study (see Herrmann 2003: 26). Herrmann points out 
that “…(adnominal) relative clauses are a low frequency phenomenon” in dialectal 
speech. Instead of relativization “[s]peakers generally prefer paratactic constructions 
in spontaneous speech” (Herrmann ibid.). Herrmann does not provide the overall 
number of words by variety in the corpora that she studied, and therefore the nor-
malized frequency of relative clauses in her data from Scotland (and other studied 
regions) remains unknown.  
The current findings are also consistent with Gut and Coronel (2012: 224), who 
report that the ratio of relative clauses in written language is higher in comparison 
to speech in four New Englishes (i.e. in NigE, JamE, PhilE and SingE). This is also in 
line with Biber et al.’s (1999) findings for written and spoken AmE and BrE. Biber et al. 
(op. cit.) do not provide exact percentages or numbers for relative clause occurrence, 
but instead they give approximate normalised frequencies for each relativizer per 
million words in four registers (conversation, fiction, news and academic prose) (see 
Biber et al. 1999: 610–1). According to these figures, relativization in speech is clearly 
less frequent in comparison to any of the written registers they studied. 
113  Table 4 provides frequencies of all relative markers in the data. Below, where appropriate, I have 
provided separate tables for relative clauses including and excluding adverbial relativizers for better 
comparability with previous studies, because most studies exclude the use of adverbial relative clauses.
114  The Wellington Corpus of Written New Zealand English (WWC) is a million-word corpus of ed-
ited writing (Sigley 1997a: 13). In his studies (1997a and 1997b) on relativization, Sigley also used the 
Wellington Corpus of Spoken New Zealand English and ICE-NZ as databases. For further information 
about these corpora see Sigley (1997a).
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Considering the general grammatical guidelines for news writing, the frequency 
of relativizers in news writing is rather high. For example, Andrews (2005: 71) writes:
The grammar of a news story should be simple and uncluttered. Complex sen-
tences, with subordinate clauses, should be avoided. Sentences should be short and 
direct. They should run to 30 words or less, and paragraphs should be no more 
than two sentences. 
Next, Table 5 presents the overall distribution of relativizer occurrence in percentages 
across the studied varieties. It clearly indicates that the wh-relatives which and who are 
the most frequent relatives across the data. Similar findings are reported, for example, 
for AmE and BrE news writing (see Biber et al. 1999: 610, table 2 in Appendix A) and 
Scottish newspaper language (Romaine 1980). 
The wh-relatives are generally considered more formal than that and zero, which 
again are associated with more colloquial language use (see, e.g., Biber et al. 1999; 
Leech et al. 2009; Leech and Smith 2009). As already discussed, that and zero are the 
most frequent relatives in spoken Scots and ScE. Thus, considering the linguistic 
medium studied, the frequency of which and who in SSE news is not unexpected.
Table 5. The overall distribution of relativizers in percentages
Variety
HISSE
(N=889)
LSSE
(N=883)
IrE
(N=409)
BrE
(N=442)
Relativizer % % % %
That 13.6 16.9 8.3 14.3
Zero 15.6 15.2 10.0 11.1
Which 33.4 28.7 32.8 33.0
Who 25.9 26.6 37.4 25.3
Whom 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5
Whose 1.8 1.4 2.4 2.7
Where 6.0 6.6 4.6 6.6
When 3.1 3.9 3.9 6.3
Why 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
The relativizer which occurs with an almost equal frequency in HISSE, IrE and BrE, 
while in LSSE it is slightly less frequent in comparison to the other varieties. The dif-
ference between HISSE and LSSE produces a statistically significant result (Fisher’s 
exact text: p = 0.0312), but not between the other varieties. 
The relativizer who is strikingly frequent in IrE in comparison to SSE and BrE. 
This finding yields results that are extremely statistically significant (Fisher’s exact 
test: SSE varieties vs. IrE p < 0.0001, and BrE vs. IrE p = 0.0002). Correspondingly, the 
relativizer that is outstandingly infrequent in IrE (Fisher’s exact test: IrE vs. HISSE 
p = 0.0057; IrE vs. LSSE p < 0.0001; IrE vs. BrE p = 0.0069). The current findings are 
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in contrast with Filppula (2008: 340), who claims that that is favoured over the wh-
relativizers in IrE speech and writing. It is possible that in its relativization strategies 
IrE news writing follows prescriptivist rules on relativizer use, or the preference for 
the wh-relativization strategy may be connected to the certain conservatism of IrE 
(see Hickey 2013: 89), or, simply, IrE news reportage may concentrate more on people 
and their actions than the SSE and BrE news (see also Figure 3). 
The other adnominal wh-relativizers whom and whose are rare across the board. 
This is expected, since these relativizers have been reported to be rare in all spoken 
and written genres of different English varieties (see, e.g., Quirk et al. 1985; Sigley 
1997; Biber et al. 1999; Herrmann 2003; Gut 2011; Huber 2012).
The relativizers that and zero are common across the data. That occurs most fre-
quently in LSSE followed by BrE, HISSE and IrE. The zero relativizer is more frequent 
in SSE in comparison to IrE and BrE. This latter variation is statistically significant 
(Fisher’s exact test: HISSE vs. IrE p = 0.0072; HISSE vs. BrE p = 0.0243; LSSE vs. IrE p 
= 0.0113; LSSE vs. BrE p = 0.0429). The frequency of zero in SSE may well be influenced 
by Scots, but the amount of quotations of direct speech in SSE news articles may also 
contribute to its frequency in the current data. This will be further discussed in sec-
tions 5.3.3 and 6.6. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of that and zero vs. the wh-relatives excluding the adverbial relatives 
where, when and why
Figure 3 confirms what has been established above: the wh-relativizers predominate 
in news. However, the studied varieties show significant differences with respect to 
the distribution of the “less” and “more” formal relatives. That and zero are clearly less 
common in IrE in comparison to the rest of the varieties (Fisher’s exact test: HISSE 
vs. IrE p < 0.0001; LSSE vs. IrE p < 0.0001; IrE vs. BrE p = 0.0041). This finding is also 
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in stark contrast with the findings on spoken Ulster English, which is predominantly 
wh-less (see Geisler 2002: 135)115. In addition, the variation between LSSE and BrE 
produces a statistically significant result (Fisher’s exact test LSSE vs. BrE p = 0.0213). 
The adverbial relativizers where, when and why account for approximately ten per 
cent of the total number of relatives in newspaper articles. Where is clearly the most 
frequent of these three relatives, followed by when and the very infrequent why. When 
occurs more commonly in BrE in comparison to the other varieties under scrutiny, 
and the difference between BrE and HISSE is statistically significant (Fisher’s exact 
test: p=0.0087). Similarly, in AmE and BrE news writing where predominates as an 
adverbial relativizer, and is followed by when and why (see Biber et al. 1999: 610).
Overall relativization in SSE news vs. spoken Scots and ScE
When the overall percentages of relative pronouns in SSE news are contrasted with 
those in Scottish speech, distinctions and similarities between the two registers be-
come evident. Adverbial relatives are excluded from this comparison, because they 
are not included in Herrmann’s (2003, 2005) investigation. 
Table 6. Overall relativizer frequency in SSE news and Scottish speech (in Herrmann 2003: 61)
HISSE news % LSSE news % Scottish speech %
That 15.0 18.9 46.2
Zero 17.2 17.0 23.6
Which 36.8 32.1 16.1
Who 28.5 29.9 13.4
Whom 0.4 0.5 0.4
Whose 2.0 1.5 0.0
What 0.0 0.0 0.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
According to Herrmann (2003: 107), that is the most frequent relativizer in Scottish 
speech followed by zero, which and who. In both SSE varieties which and who are the 
most common relatives. In LSSE that is the third most common relative followed by 
zero. This order is reversed in HISSE. As table 6 indicates, the distribution of which, 
who and that is dramatically different across the two registers compared here: the 
more formal wh-relativizers predominate in news, whereas the “informal” relativizers 
that and zero predominate in speech. Interestingly, the least pronounced variation 
between the most frequently occurring relatives in speech and writing is found in the 
distribution of zero. Clearly, the relativizers whom, whose and what are rare in both 
modes. What does not occur as an adnominal relativizer in news at all, while whose is 
non-existent in Herrmann’s data (Herrmann ibid.). 
115  Geisler’s (2002) data derive from the Northern Ireland Transcribed Corpus of Speech, NITC.
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In comparison to other English varieties, the relativization strategies of Scottish 
speech and written SSE are not unusual. As Herrmann’s (2003: 61) data shows, that 
is also the most frequent relativizer in varieties spoken in Central Midlands, Central 
North, and Northern Ireland, while zero predominates in dialect spoken in Central 
Southwest (on Southwest dialects, see also Van den Eynden 2002). East Anglia is the 
only area where which predominates, and it is closely followed by that, zero, what and 
who. In fact, the very infrequent use of what (only two occurrences in Herrmann’s 
Scottish data) seems to be the feature that most clearly distinguishes spoken Scots 
from southern English varieties, especially Central Southwest and East Anglia (see, 
e.g., Peitsara 2002 on Suffolk dialect; Tagliamonte et al. 2005). Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 
86) report similar results on the uses of restrictive relative clauses in the spoken va-
rieties of Northwest England and Northern Ireland, where that is the most frequent 
restrictive relativizer followed by zero, who, which, what and as.
The current findings support the view discussed, for example, by Romaine (1980) 
and Tagliamonte et al. (2005), according to whom two different relativization systems 
operate in English, including Scots/ScE: one in written language and another one in 
speech. This point will be further elaborated throughout this and the next chapter. 
5.1.1 The overall distribution of restrictive/non-restrictive relative 
clauses and individual relativizers
In this section, the distribution of individual relativizers in restrictive and non-re-
strictive relative clauses will be considered. According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1245), 
restrictive relative clauses are overall more frequent than non-restrictive relative 
clauses (see also e.g., Biber et al. 1999; Hundt and Denison 2013). As discussed ear-
lier, in dialectal speech non-restrictive relative clauses are less frequently used than 
restrictive relative clauses (see, e.g., Peitsara 2002; Herrmann 2003).
As table 7 indicates, restrictive relative clauses are more frequent than non-
restrictive relative clauses in news reporting, too. In BrE the distribution between 
restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses is nearly even, while in LSSE the dif-
ference in the frequency of these two types of relative clauses is the most explicit. 
This variation between BrE and LSSE proves statistically significant (Fisher’s exact 
test: p = 0.0222). The percentages do not change notably when adverbial relatives are 
excluded from the investigation (see table 3 in Appendix A). However, the dominance 
of restrictive relatives is somewhat stronger.
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Table 7. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive relativizers including adverbial relatives 
where, when and why
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
R % NR % R % NR % R % NR % R % NR %
That 12.5 1.1 15.6 1.2 7.3 1.0 11.5 2.7
Zero 15.6 0.0 15.2 0.0 10.0 0.0 11.1 0.0
Which 10.6 22.8 10.0 18.7 14.9 17.8 10.6 22.4
Who 10.8 15.1 12.5 14.2 20.3 17.1 13.3 12.0
Whom 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.2
Whose 0.3 1.5 0.7 0.7 0.0 2.4 0.2 2.5
Where 2.9 3.0 1.9 4.6 1.0 3.7 1.4 5.2
When 1.1 2.0 1.2 2.6 1.7 2.2 2.3 4.2
Why 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Total 54.1 45.9 57.6 42.4 55.3 44.7 50.9 49.1
As for the distribution of restrictive relative clauses, that and zero are used clearly 
more frequently in SSE news than which and who. In IrE the wh-relatives have the 
upper hand and who is especially frequent, whereas in BrE the distribution of these 
four relativizers is rather equal. Amongst the non-restrictive relativizers, the wh-rel-
ativizers which and who dominate in all the varieties: which takes the most relativizer 
positions across the varieties.
Interestingly, from a diachronic perspective the Scots/SSE situation has not 
changed since the Early Scots period, when in written Scots that was the most com-
mon relativizer in restrictive and quhilk (i.e. which) in non-restrictive relative clauses 
(Caldwell 1974). This point will be further elaborated in chapter 6.
As figure 3 and table 7 indicate, the wh-relatives and non-restrictive relative claus-
es are frequent in SSE unlike in spoken Scots and other spoken English varieties (see, 
e.g., Macafee 1983; King 1997; Beal and Corrigan 2002; Tagliamonte 2005, Gut 2011). 
The overall frequency of restrictive vs. non-restrictive relative clauses in Scottish 
speech is 79.3 vs. 20.7 (Herrmann 2003: 107), while in news writing the frequencies 
are 55.0 and 45.0 in HISSE and 60.6 and 39.4 in LSSE, respectively. The current results 
are congruent with Romaine’s (1980: 236) findings for Scottish newspapers regarding 
the distribution of the wh-relatives vs. that. These findings show that the frequency 
of non-restrictive relative clauses is clearly higher in news in comparison to speech 
(cf. Biber et al. 1999). Also, the fact that the wh-relatives, especially which, are more 
frequent in non-restrictive than restrictive relative clauses in news seems to increase 
the overall number of non-restrictive relative clauses. This applies to all the varie-
ties under study, not only SSE. In a sociolinguistic study in Ayr, western Scotland, 
Macaulay (1991) observes that the wh-relatives and non-restrictive relative clauses 
are more frequent in middle than lower class speech, a finding which supports the 
current results and is reflected in the frequency of these features in written news, 
which are produced by educated writers, i.e. middle class informants.
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The distribution of syntactic functions in relative clauses 
As pointed out above, previous studies on relativization indicate that relativizers typi-
cally function as the subject of the relative clause (see, e.g., Biber et al. 1999; Geisler 
2002; Peitsara 2002; Tagliamonte et al. 2005). The results of the present study concur 
with these earlier findings as illustrated by tables 8 and 9.
Table 8. Distribution of syntactic functions in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses 
including the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Subject Object Adverbial Predicative
complement
Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 65.6 17.9 16.3 0.2 100.0
LSSE 65.3 16.6 17.6 0.5 100.0
IrE 74.1 12.0 13.7 0.2 100.0
BrE 65.8 14.3 19.9 0.0 100.0
Tables 8 and 9 show that relativizers occur most frequently in subject function. The 
object and adverbial functions are also common and in close contest with each other. 
BrE is the only variety in which there is discernible variation between the object and 
adverbial functions, to the advantage of the latter. Adverbial relativizers are more 
frequent by 5.6 percentage points, while in the rest of the varieties there is only mi-
nor variation in the distribution between the adverbial and object functions. Relative 
clauses in predicative complement function are rare in news.
According to Biber et al. (1999: 621–2), relativizers in subject function are easier 
to process compared to other syntactic functions. Therefore it is the most frequently 
relativized syntactic function. When in subject function, the relativizer occurs in its 
standard position in the clause, and the clause elements follow the standard SVO 
order. This function is frequent in informational written registers, such as news, 
because the relative clause provides new information and identifies the antecedent 
(Biber et al. 1999: 622).
Table 9. Distribution of syntactic functions in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses 
excluding the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Subject Object Adverbial Predicative
complement
Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 72.3 19.7 7.7 0.2 100.0
LSSE 73.3 18.7 7.5 0.5 100.0
IrE 81.0 13.1 5.6 0.3 100.0
BrE 75.8 16.4 7.8 0.0 100.0
When the adverbial relativizers where, when and why are excluded from the analy-
sis (table 9), the frequency of subject function rises sharply, approximately between 
seven to ten percentage points.
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Prepositional complementation
As discussed in chapter 3, prepositional complementation is realized either by pied-
piping or stranding. This is well illustrated by table 10.
Table 10. Prepositional complementation excluding the adverbial relativizers where, when 
and why
Prepositional  comple-
mentation Pied-piping Stranding
% of all RCs % of prepositional RCs
HISSE 7.3 59.3 40.7 
LSSE 6.1 50.0 50.0 
IrE 5.9 63.6 36.4 
BrE 8.9 94.1 5.9 
Prepositional complementation of relative clauses is a regular but sporadic feature in 
news, and occurs with a similar frequency across the studied varieties. Pied-piping 
is especially frequent in BrE, which in this respect differs clearly from all the other 
varieties. In HISSE and IrE approximately 40 per cent of the instances are stranded, 
whereas in LSSE prepositions are pied-piped and stranded with equal frequency. 
Relative clauses with the adverbial relativizers where, when and why are excluded 
from table 10, because their prepositional complementation is not usually realized by 
pied-piping or stranding. In the current data there is only one occurrence of where 
with a pied-piped preposition (in HISSE). Instead, the preposition is usually “con-
tained” by the antecedent in adverbial relative clauses (see chapter 3). 
The total figures of prepositional complementation are in line with Van den 
Eynden’s (1996) findings on relativization in British newspapers. She is, however, 
able to show that register affects the choice of preposition placement: in quality news-
papers stranding (9%) is less frequent than in tabloids (28%). Similarly, NigE, JamE, 
PhilE and SingE news follow the StE “guidelines” and pied-piping is their preferred 
option (Gut and Coronel 2012). In fact, pied-piping occurs in more than 65 per cent of 
the instances in all these varieties, a percentage which is higher than in SSE news. 
Pied-piping is most frequently applied in JamE news, in over 90 per cent of the in-
stances, which is very close to the BrE figures presented here.
5.1.2 Types of antecedent
The animacy of antecedents 
As discussed above, the animacy of antecedent is one of the major factors contributing 
to the relativizer choice. Tables 11 and 12 provide the distribution of different animacy 
types in relative clauses.
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Table 11. Animacy of antecedents in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses excluding 
the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Inanimate Human Collective Animal Ambiguous Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 60.2 28.9 9.3 1.4 0.2 100.0
LSSE 59.0 29.1 11.3 0.6 0.0 100.0
IrE 49.2 40.9 9.6 0.3 0.0 100.0
BrE 54.2 29.7 15.9 0.3 0.0 100.0
Adverbial relative clauses have been excluded from table 11 because they are typically 
only used with inanimate antecedents. By the same token it must be noted that other 
relatives in English exhibit the same animacy distinction, i.e. which usually refers to 
inanimate antecedents and who to human antecedents. However, that, zero and whose 
may be used with all animacy types. 
Although inanimate antecedents predominate in all the varieties, cross-variety 
variation is evident (Chi-square without Yates correction: HISSE vs. BrE p = 0.0495; 
Fisher’s exact test: LSSE vs. IrE p = 0.0019; HISSE vs. IrE p = 0.0005). The abundance 
of human antecedents in IrE is noteworthy, and evidently contributes to the high 
frequency of who (Fisher’s exact test: IrE vs. SSE p = 0.0001; IrE vs. BrE p = 0.0014). 
Collective antecedents are clearly more frequent in BrE in comparison to the other 
varieties under study (Fisher’s exact test: BrE vs. HISSE p= 0.0012; BrE vs. LSSE p = 
0.0320; BrE vs. IrE p = 0.0121). Factors contributing to this variation will be discussed 
below in connection with the analysis of the use of individual relativizers and their 
functions. 
Spoken varieties of English display a similar pattern of variation. For instance, 
Geisler’s (2002: 138) study on Ulster English shows that non-personal antecedents 
constitute 55% and personal 45% of the total number of antecedents. 
Table 12. Animacy of antecedents in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses including 
the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Variety % % % % % %
Inanimate Human Collective Animal Ambiguous Total
HISSE 63.9 26.2 8.4 1.2 0.2 100.0
LSSE 63.4 25.9 10.1 0.6 0.0 100.0
IrE 53.5 37.4 8.8 0.2 0.0 100.0
BrE 60.2 25.8 13.8 0.2 0.0 100.0
When the overall animacy of relativizers including adverbial relatives is examined, 
a slight difference in comparison to the figures in table 11 can be detected. The per-
centage of inanimate antecedents increases approximately four percentage points 
in each variety. However, the increase in BrE is somewhat higher, i.e. six per cent. 
As expected, the percentages of human, collective and animal antecedents decrease 
when the adverbial relativizers are added to the count.
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Overall, it seems clear that in news texts inanimate things are usually referred to 
by a wh-relative clause. Later in this chapter I will discuss how the syntactic function 
and the restrictiveness of the relativizer affect the animacy choice.
Definite and indefinite antecedents
The definiteness of antecedents as a contributing factor to the relativizer choice has 
been addressed by earlier studies on relativization. Indefinite antecedents are typi-
cally relativized by wh- and that, while zero is frequent with definite and pronominal 
antecedents (see, e.g., Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 97; Sigley 2006: 60; Tottie and Harvie 
2000: 214). Figure 4 provides the overall distribution of definite vs. indefinite ante-
cedents in news.
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Figure 4. Definite and indefinite antecedents in HISSE, LSSE, IrE and BrE news, excluding the 
adverbial relativizers where, when and why
The majority of relativizers in news writing follow a definite head noun. The addi-
tion of the adverbial relatives where, when and why into the total figures affect these 
percentages hardly at all (see table 4 in Appendix A). In the following subsections I 
will examine in detail the way in which the definiteness of the antecedents affects 
the relativizer choice in news. 
5.1.3 Relativizers in quoted speech vs. narrative 
As discussed in chapter 3, the use of relativizers varies across registers: relativizers 
that and zero are more frequent in speech in comparison to writing, while the wh-
relativizers predominate in written registers and are less common in speech. Figure 
5 presents the overall percentages and the distribution of relativizers in quotations of 
direct speech and narrative in the current data.
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Figure 5. Distribution of relativizers in quotations of direct speech vs. narrative excluding the 
adverbial relativizers where, when and why
The division of the relativizers according to register of occurrence is the factor that 
produces the greatest cross-variety differences in the data. While in SSE news ap-
proximately 40 per cent of the relativizer instances occur in quotations of direct 
speech, the percentages for IrE and BrE are 16.1 and 8.6, respectively. The addition 
of adverbial relative clauses to these figures produces only a slight difference in the 
percentages (table 5 in Appendix A). Possible reasons for this variation will be con-
sidered in the following sections in this chapter and further discussed in chapter 6. 
This is a feature which, to my knowledge, has not been investigated previously in 
relation to relativizer use in news language, and therefore comparisons to other such 
studies cannot be made.
Having covered the overall distribution of relativizers from various perspectives 
it is now time to move on to a detailed account of the use of individual relativizers in 
different types of syntactic, semantic and textual contexts. 
5. 2 T H AT  I N R E S T R I C T I V E A N D  N O N - R E S T R I C T I V E R E L AT I V E 
C L AU S E S
As pointed out in chapter 3, according to Quirk et al. (1985: 1258), that is “very rare” in 
non-restrictive relative clauses. Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1059) state that the ac-
ceptability of that in non-restrictive relative clauses is marginal, and the wh-relatives 
are “required or strongly favoured” in this environment (2002: 1052). In Biber et al.’s 
(1999) data on AmE and BrE news writing non-restrictive that is infrequent and it 
does not occur in fiction or academic writing at all (1999: 610–1). They further state 
that the rare cases of non-restrictive that either occur “in a series of postmodifiers” or 
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it “is used for special stylistic effect (especially in fiction)” (op. cit. 1999: 615). Based 
on these observations, I expected that non-restrictive that would not be found in any 
great quantities in the news articles under investigation.
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Figure 6. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive that
The clear majority of that-relative clauses in news articles are restrictive, but contrary 
to expectations non-restrictive that is a regular feature in this register, and occurs in 
all the varieties under scrutiny. Non-restrictive that is remarkably common in BrE, in 
which almost every fifth that-relative clause is non-restrictive. It is the most frequent 
in sentences where the relative clause provides additional information about the an-
tecedent (see example 172):
(172) Appearing on Jordanian television last night the woman, 35, described how 
she had travelled from Iraq to Jordan to play her part in last Wednesday’s 
triple suicide attack on three Amman hotels that left 57 dead and more than 
90 wounded. (BrE, The Guardian)
The composition of the BrE corpus may partly explain the frequency of non-restric-
tive that in it, because the ICE-GB-part of this corpus includes a sample of sports 
news reportage unlike ICE-Ireland and CSEOPN. As mentioned in chapter 4, sports 
writing differs stylistically from other news. Three tokens of non-restrictive that in 
ICE-GB occur in sports news, which is 25 per cent of the overall instances. But even 
if these tokens are not taken into account, non-restrictive that is more frequent in BrE 
in comparison to SSE.
(173) There were contrasting fortunes for two highly-rated members of the 
Leyton Orient side that gave Swindon a mighty scare before going out of 
the FA Cup. (ICE-GB:W2C-014 #026:1)
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The occurrence of non-restrictive that in SSE is clearly lower, less than ten per cent 
in each variety. The variation between the SSE varieties and BrE yields results that 
are statistically significant (BrE vs. HISSE without Yates’ correction: p = 0.0324; BrE 
vs. LSSE Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0166). In ICE-Ireland approximately every tenth 
that-relative clause is non-restrictive, which means that this feature is slightly more 
common in IrE than in SSE news. 
There are 11 tokens of non-restrictive that in LSSE (174) and 10 in HISSE (175). 
Proportionally non-restrictive that is slightly more frequent in HISSE (8.3%) in com-
parison to LSSE (7.4%), but this difference is not statistically significant (two-tailed 
chi-square with Yates’ correction: p = 0.7879). 
(174) The committee agreed to scrap the £86,000-a-year contract with SPPA that 
has been in place for 10 years. (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
(175) We’re working with the licensing board and licensed trade associations 
to encourage late night catering so that people are eating whilst they are 
drinking and also with the Scottish Executive to pursue fire safety cig-
arettes, that are designed to go out fairly easily. (HISSE, The Inverness 
Courier)
Non-restrictive that is also a feature of spoken Scots/ScE. It forms 4.6 per cent of the 
relativizer that occurrences, and 10.2 per cent of the overall non-restrictive relativizer 
frequency in Herrmann’s (2003) data from Scotland. It is possible that spoken Scots 
and ScE influence the use of non-restrictive that in written SSE news, but it is also 
equally possible that this usage is influenced by BrE, because non-restrictive that 
seems to be surprisingly common in its news writing. This again may be a sign of 
colloquialization in StE (see Leech, Hundt, Mair and Smith 2009), and will be further 
discussed in chapter 6. 
Despite its non-standard label, non-restrictive that occurs in other educated writ-
ten Englishes as well. Outside the British Isles, non-restrictive that occurs in NZE in 
both speech and writing, but is rare (Sigley 1997a & b). Sigley (1997a: 272), however, 
points out that the number of non-restrictive that would be higher in his data, if he 
defined restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses in the same way as, for exam-
ple, Olofsson (1981)116. Nonetheless, this would not change the fact that non-restrictive 
that is an infrequent feature in NZE. Newbrook (1998: 55) reports this feature being 
frequent in HKE, and it occurs also in AusE and SingE. However, it is possible that 
the borderline of restrictiveness has been blurred for the speakers of these varieties, 
and therefore the users do not distinguish, for example, between restrictive and non-
restrictive that (see also Gisborne 2000).
116  Unlike in Olofsson (1981) and the present study, Sigley (1997a & b) has analysed, for example, rela-
tive clauses with unique antecedents as restrictive as in the following case: the Orrs have been making 
waders for fishermen using the neoprene that keeps scuba divers and windsurfers warm.
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Gut and Coronel (2012: 231, see also Gut 2011 on JamE)117 point out that non-restric-
tive that is quite surprisingly more frequent in written than spoken language, and it is 
more frequent in NigE and PhilE in comparison to JamE and SingE. Having said this, 
non-restrictive that is, however, infrequent in all these New English varieties. Biber 
et al. (1999: 615) report that non-restrictive that is rare in BrE and AmE speech and 
writing, but occurs in news writing in both varieties. Biber et al. (ibid.) do not provide 
exact figures in each variety, and therefore their results remain somewhat unclear. 
Investigations into nonstandard English varieties suggest that non-restrictive that 
is not alien to dialectal speech either, including spoken Lowland Scots and ScE (see, 
e.g., Macafee 1983; Herrmann 2003, 2005). According to eWave, non-restrictive that or 
what (see feature 185) occur at some level of frequency in 45 per cent of the English 
varieties listed in this database118. In BrE these features are attested in East Anglian 
English, dialects of Northern England, Irish English, Channel Islands English, Maltese 
and Manx English; (see also Beal & Corrigan 2002: 128, 2005: 218; Corrigan 2009: 
148; Geisler 2002: 136–7; and Peitsara 2002: 172 on Suffolk dialect). Non-restrictive 
that is also used in the Southwest of England (Van den Eynden Morpeth 2002: 188). 
eWave lists this feature as non-existent in British Creole, Orkney and Shetland Island 
English, Welsh English and quite surprisingly in ScE. Against this background it is 
not surprising, after all, that non-restrictive that occurs in written news as well. The 
use of this feature in different English varieties will be elaborated in further detail 
in chapter 6. 
Because non-restrictive that is not a typical feature of StE, its inconsistent or 
completely absent punctuation is not surprising. The beginning of a non-restrictive 
that-relative clause is not usually indicated by any form of punctuation in news (see 
examples 172– 174 above). In IrE and BrE commas are not used at all, and in HISSE 
(see example 175) comma occurs only once and in LSSE twice.
5.2.1 Syntactic functions and the use of prepositions with that
Both restrictive and non-restrictive that typically take subject function in a relative 
clause. There is a clear correlation in the distribution of the syntactic functions of that 
between the SSE varieties, and again between IrE and BrE. That as a subject (176) is 
clearly more common in BrE news in comparison to SSE (HISSE vs. BrE two-tailed 
chi-square without Yates’ correction: p-value = 0.0136; LSSE vs. BrE p-value = 0.0387). 
(176) She said: ”We used to have a service that took three-and-half hours.” (LSSE, 
John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
117  Gut and Coronel (2012) and Gut (2011) data is from the following ICE-corpora: ICE-Jamaica, ICE-
Nigeria, ICE-Philippines and ICE-Singapore.
118  In eWave each feature is categorized either as pervasive or obligatory; neither pervasive nor ex-
tremely rare; extremely rare; or non-existent.  For the frequency of features in particular varieties see 
eWave.
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Figure 7 provides the percentages of the overall distribution of the syntactic func-
tions with that:
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Figure 7. Distribution of the syntactic functions of that
The big picture remains the same when restrictive and non-restrictive that are consid-
ered separately. However, possibly because of the lower frequency of non-restrictive 
that, its distribution in different syntactic positions is more categorical in comparison 
to restrictive that. As will be seen in section 5.4, non-restrictive which functions in a 
similar manner: it is more frequent as a subject in non-restrictive than in restrictive 
relative clauses (see figure 13).
Table 13. Syntactic functions of restrictive and non-restrictive that
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Subject Object Adverbial Total Subject Object Adverbial Total
Variety %  %  %  % % % % %
HISSE 68.5 24.3 7.2 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
LSSE 73.2 20.3 6.5 100.0 90.9 9.1 0.0 100.0
IrE 83.3 13.3 3.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 88.2 9.8 2.0 100.0 83.3 16.7 0.0 100.0
Over 80 per cent of the restrictive that instances in IrE and BrE are in subject function, 
whereas the frequency is lower in SSE. Restrictive that is more frequent as an object 
(177) and adverbial in SSE in comparison to IrE and BrE. The variation in the occur-
rence of restrictive that in object function yields a result that is statistically significant 
between HISSE vs. BrE (two-tailed chi-square with Yates’ correction: p=0.0343). In 
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HISSE and IrE non-restrictive that functions only as a subject, whereas in LSSE and 
BrE it occurs also as an object. 
(177) Mr Peacock said: “The community projects that HIE used to be able to sup-
port have been great value for money.” (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
The adverbial relativizer that (178) occurs only with restrictive relative clauses and is 
infrequent. The occurrences of adverbial that in IrE and BrE are too low to produce 
statically reliable results. Adverbial functions are notably frequent in it-cleft sen-
tences: five out of nine instances in LSSE and three out of eight instances in HISSE 
(179) occur in this environment.
(178) “But, in practice, looking at the cases that are occurring in the Far East, 
they are people who are getting flu in the way that we normally get flu, 
through what we breathe.” (LSSE, The Scotsman)
(179) “It will be sheltered partially by a raised grassy area to the front and it is 
only at one of the picnic areas on the opposite side of the loch that it will be 
wholly visible.” (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
As already noted, prepositional complementation with that is rare in news. That oc-
curs only with stranded prepositions in restrictive relative clauses in SSE (180) and 
BrE, whereas this feature is absent from IrE. Non-restrictive that-relative clauses are 
not complemented by prepositions.
(180) She added: “From our previous experience we expect that many of them 
will continue to deliver some or all of the food activities that they received 
funding for well into the future”. (HISSE, Stornoway Gazette)
Table 14. Prepositional complementation of restrictive that
Total Prepositional Complementation
Variety N N %
HISSE 121 6 5.4
LSSE 149 2 1.4
IrE 34 0 0.0
BrE 63 1 2.0
In the present data, this feature is usually attested in adverbial functions, as in ex-
ample (181) and with prepositional verbs in object functions (see also Dekeyser et al. 
1987). Stranded prepositions in examples (180) and (181) are marked in bold.
(181) The Oban-based councillors that The Oban Times managed to speak to 
have all said they will be fighting Oban’s corner and have a number of 
questions to ask about the RPS conclusions. (HISSE, The Oban Times)
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There is no comparable data from previous studies on written StE, but Gut (2011), for 
example, reports that preposition stranding with that is a frequent feature in spo-
ken Standard Jamaican English (SJE) (including two cases in non-restrictive rela-
tive clauses), in which that occurs also with a pied-piped preposition (Gut 2011). That 
(as well as zero) is generally very rare with pied-piped prepositions, because native 
English speakers find this feature generally unacceptable (see, e.g., Hoffmann 2011).
5.2.2 Types of antecedent
The relativizer that occurs typically with inanimate antecedents. An examination of 
the overall figures shows that in HISSE approximately 5 per cent and in LSSE and BrE 
only 2 per cent of the antecedents are human, whereas human antecedents are com-
pletely absent from IrE news. Table 15 gives percentages of different animacy types 
with restrictive and non-restrictive that. (For the percentages of the overall animacy 
of antecedents with the relativizer that, see table 6 in Appendix A.)
Table 15. Animacy of antecedents with restrictive and non-restrictive that
Restrictive
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 5.4 86.5 7.2 0.9 100.0
LSSE 2.2 90.6 5.8 1.4 100.0
IrE 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 2.0 86.3 11.8 0.0 100.0
Non-restrictive
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 0.0 90.0 0.0 10.0 100.0
LSSE 0.0 90.9 9.1 0.0 100.0
IrE 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 0.0 58.3 41.7 0.0 100.0
The majority of antecedents with restrictive and non-restrictive that are inanimate (182). 
(182) “I hope this is a trend that will continue for some years to come.” (LSSE, 
Border Telegraph)
 
Human antecedents (183), which are infrequent, occur only with restrictive that. The 
same feature is also detected in SJE (see Gut 2011). 
(183) “Of the people that have been named so far - Simon Hughes, Mark Oaten and 
Ming Campbell - I think that Ming is the one who has the most clear range of 
qualities we need in a leader.” he stated. (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
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Collective antecedents (184) are generally more frequent than antecedents that denote 
humans and animals. 
(184) P2 was a right-wing shadow government, ready to take over Italy, that in-
cluded four Cabinet Ministers, all three intelligence chiefs, 48 MPs, 160 
military officers, bankers, industrialists, top diplomats and the Army Chief 
of Staff. (ICE-GB:W2C-010 #063:1)
Collective antecedents with non-restrictive that are surprisingly common in BrE 
newspapers, at least in comparison to the other investigated varieties, in which there 
is altogether only one occurrence (in LSSE). Collective antecedents in BrE news in-
clude, for example, names of football teams and entities mentioned previously in the 
news text (example 185). Animal antecedents are rare in both types and occur only in 
SSE news (example 186). IrE stands out with its categorical preference for inanimate 
antecedents.
(185) The Leeds-based bank that began as a savings institution in the middle of 
the last century has already gone well beyond that base , in much the same 
way as has the TSB ( although without the disastrous acquisitions which 
tempted TSB when privatisation money was burning a hole in its pocket ). 
(ICE-GB: W2C-005 #010:1) 
(186) The Moray Firth SAC is a protected area, created to protect the dolphins 
that live in the Moray Firth and North-east coast. (LSSE, Banffshire Journal) 
As opposed to news, the relativizer that is frequent with human (or personal) anteced-
ents in dialectal English across British Isles, including Scotland and Northern Ireland 
(see Herrmann 2003: 119, Tagliamonte et al. 2005). It is somewhat more frequent in 
this function in the northern dialects in comparison to the southern BrE dialects. 
Unlike in Scottish speech, in which nearly half of the occurrences of that mark a 
personal antecedent (Herrmann ibid.), inanimate antecedents predominate in SSE 
news. Perhaps both, the overall frequency of that and its historical background as a 
personal relativizer in Scots, contribute to its frequent use with personal antecedents 
in speech. The use of this feature in SSE news seems to follow the StE norms very 
closely, and interference from the spoken dialects is low. Similar findings have been 
reported across written and spoken New Englishes (NigE, JamE, PhilE and SingE): 
that is infrequent with human antecedents (Gut and Coronel 2012: 226–7, see also 
Newbrook 1998: 51–2 on SingE).
Turning next to the definiteness of antecedents, the majority of the antecedents 
with that in SSE and IrE are indefinite (187), whereas BrE is the only variety that 
favours definite antecedents (188). LSSE has the greatest number of indefinite head 
nouns, followed by IrE and HISSE. 
(187) “We have to get a good system that works.” (HISSE, Stornoway Gazette)
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(188) The body that runs the clearing systems at the heart of the financial system 
has launched an initiative to prevent criminal employees sacked by one 
bank from being hired by another. (BrE, The Times)
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Figure 8. Distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents in restrictive and non-restrictive 
that-relative clauses
Definite and indefinite antecedents are rather equally distributed with restrictive that 
in HISSE and IrE (table 16). In LSSE indefinite antecedents are clearly more frequent, 
while in BrE definite antecedents are preferred (p = 0.0342). On the other hand, in 
non-restrictive relative clauses indefinite antecedents predominate. Although there 
is variation between the varieties, the differences are not, however, statistically sig-
nificant, for example, between HISSE and LSSE (p = 0.6351). These results therefore 
concur with the earlier studies reporting that indefinite antecedents are preferred 
with that. The only exception in the present data is the restrictive usage of that in BrE.
Table 16. Definiteness of antecedents with restrictive and non-restrictive that
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Definite Indefinite Total Definite Indefinite Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 47.7 52.3 100.0 20.0 80.0 100.0
LSSE 41.3 58.7 100.0 36.4 63.6 100.0
IrE 46.7 53.3 100.0 25.0 75.0 100.0
BrE 58.8 41.2 100.0 33.3 66.7 100.0
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According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1251), the relativizer that as subject and the zero rela-
tive as object are preferred to the relativizer which when the antecedent is an indefi-
nite pronoun. Indefinite pronouns as antecedents are indeed found more commonly in 
restrictive relative clauses with that and zero than with which in each studied variety. 
Table 17. The absolute numbers of subject that and which and object zero and which in re-
strictive relative clauses with indefinite pronoun antecedents
Variety
Subject Object
that which zero which
HISSE 13 0 15 1
LSSE 5 1 17 0
IrE 3 0 4 1
BrE 2 0 5 0
As table 17 shows, that (189) and zero (190) are clearly the preferred relativizers with 
indefinite pronoun antecedents, whereas which (191) is exceedingly rare. The most 
commonly occurring antecedents of these are all, something and everything.
(189) He said that the purpose of the meeting was to review everything that 
had been done so far and to decide where to go from here. (HISSE, West 
Highland Free Press)
(190) “Closure is something Ø we have been worried about for some time, and we 
want to ensure that those affected get appropriate support and advice on 
how to find future employment.” (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
(191) He was asked about the possibility of using volunteers to man the centres; 
something which has been refused in the past. (LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
5.2.3 Text type: quotations of direct speech vs. narrative
The relativizer that is treated in opposite ways in SSE vs. IrE and BrE with respect to 
the text type in which it occurs (consider figure 9). The clear majority of the relativizer 
that tokens in SSE occur in quotations of direct speech, while the opposite is true for 
IrE and BrE, in which that predominates in narrative.
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Figure 9. Distribution of quoted speech vs. narrative with the relativizer that
These differences are extremely statistically significant (p < 0.0001) between the 
following varieties: HISSE vs. IrE, HISSE vs. BrE, LSSE vs. IrE, and LSSE vs. BrE. 
By contrast, the variation between BrE and IrE is statistically not quite significant 
(Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0830). 
Table 18. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive that by text type
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Quotes Narrative Total Quotes Narrative Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 73.0 27.0 100.0 60.0 40.0 100.0
LSSE 68.8 31.2 100.0 36.4 63.6 100.0
IrE 30.0 70.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
BrE 11.8 88.2 100.0 8.3 91.7 100.0
Restrictive that is remarkably more frequent in quotations of direct speech in SSE 
news in comparison to IrE and BrE, in both of which restrictive that predominates in 
narrative. HISSE stands out in its frequent use of non-restrictive that in direct quotes 
of speech. In the rest of the varieties non-restrictive that is more frequent in narrative: 
all instances of non-restrictive that in IrE occur in narrative and in BrE there is only 
one token in quoted speech. 
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5. 3 Z E R O R E L AT I V I Z AT I O N
As already established in section 5.1, relativizer omission is a frequent feature in 
news. It is clearly more common in SSE in comparison to IrE and BrE (Fisher’s exact 
test: HISSE vs. IrE p = 0.0072; HISSE vs. BrE p = 0.0243; LSSE vs. IrE p = 0.0113 and 
LSSE vs. BrE p = 0.0429). The greater frequency of zero in SSE may result from a 
greater number of quotations of direct speech in SSE news articles in comparison to 
IrE and BrE. This will be elaborated in section 5.3.3 below. I have provided the abso-
lute numbers and percentages of the occurrence of the zero relativizer in table 7 in 
Appendix A. 
Although zero may be used as a non-restrictive relativizer in dialectal English, 
including Scots, it is always restrictive in the current data. In this respect its use in 
news strictly follows the StE norms. Similarly, Sigley (1997b: 216) does not find any 
instances of non-restrictive zero in his data on NZE edited writing, whereas Tottie 
(1995: 203) states that the non-restrictive zero construction is impossible and does not 
include it in her study on written BrE and AmE.
5.3.1 Syntactic functions of zero and the use of prepositions 
The zero relativizer differs from other relativizers in the sense that it typically func-
tions as an object. In speech it is also common as subject, especially with existential, 
cleft and possessive sentences (see, e.g., Peitsara 2002; Lehmann 2002; Tagliamonte 
et al. 2005), but is rare in this position in written English.
Table 19. Syntactic functions of the zero relativizer
Subject Object Adverbial Predicative Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 2.9 74.1 22.3 0.7 100.0
LSSE 1.5 67.9 28.4 2.2 100.0
IrE 0.0 78.0 22.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 0.0 79.6 20.4 0.0 100.0
Zero is a versatile relativizer in news and takes a variety of syntactic functions, the 
most frequent being object function (192):
(192) “We would welcome any information Ø anyone has in relation to these 
break ins.”  (HISSE, The Northern Times)
As pointed out above, in this respect the use of zero differs dramatically from that of 
which and that, both of which usually function as subjects. In IrE and BrE the use of 
zero is less versatile in comparison to the SSE varieties. In SSE a relativizer is omitted 
in all syntactic functions, while in IrE and BrE zero occurs only in object and adver-
108
bial function. This, however, may be due to the smaller size of the data, and a larger 
dataset for IrE and BrE would perhaps bring to light other functions as well. 
Zero is common as an adverbial relativizer (193–195) in all the studied varieties. 
It occurs frequently with the temporal adverbial time (193–194) and the manner ad-
verbial way (195):
(193) Her solicitor Tony Currie said: “At the time Ø she embarked on this she had 
a lot of difficulties and financial problems.” (LSSE, Ayr Advertiser)
(194) “It’s funny how the sewage floods every time Ø there is heavy rain.” (HISSE, 
Dunoon Observer)
(195) “It’s a great shame, but that’s the way Ø it often goes for small charities.” 
(LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
Conversely, zero is rare as a predicative complement (196) and subject (197–200): 
(196) The current designation of the buses, he said, causes confusion and wastes 
time as would-be passengers discover it is not the service Ø they think it 
is. (LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
In the present data, two of the subject zero instances function as notional subjects, 
and both these tokens are found in HISSE (see examples 197–198). Four instances (two 
in HISSE and two in LSSE) (see examples 199–200) are found in complement clauses 
embedded in relative clauses. It is worth noting that all HISSE instances occur in 
quoted speech, as does one of the two instances in LSSE.
The relativizer is considered the subject in existential constructions. Huddleston 
and Pullum (2002: 1392) call this type of subject a “displaced subject”, while Quirk et 
al. (1985: 1407) use the term “notional subject” (197–198):
(197) “I am amazed at the interest Ø there has been in the project and how much 
it resonates beyond Dunoon.” (HISSE, Dunoon Observer)
(198) George Lyon said: “I think the huge turnout shows the hostility Ø there is 
for this”. (HISSE, The Oban Times)
In the following examples (199–200) zero functions as a subject in what Biber et 
al. (1999: 623) call “a complement clause embedded in the relative clause”. Van den 
Eynden (2002: 191) calls this feature “relative concatenation” or “pushdown relatives”. 
These complex structures occur also in speech, and according to Biber et al. (ibid.) 
they would be regarded “awkward at best” in formal writing, but “are perfectly ac-
ceptable and not at all unusual” in speech. In spite of this they occur in news writing, 
but are rare.
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(199) “We’ve heard stories of people who realise they might be drinking making 
themselves a sandwich to put in the fridge before they go out - and we’ve 
heard of publicans providing food for customers Ø they know are vulner-
able before they go home.” (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(200) Aberdeen City Council wants to take part in a BBC Scotland programme 
called Primetime, which involves viewers voting for organisations Ø they 
think are worthy of receiving a share of £3million. (LSSE, The Press and 
Journal)
Van den Eynden (2002: 191) remarks that “native speakers often interpret the relativ-
iser as direct object of the bridge clause, rather than as a subject of relative clause”. 
Possibly because of this processing constraint, these structures are usually infrequent 
across registers and dialects (see also Newbrook 1998). As mentioned earlier, the zero 
subject relativizer occurs in Scottish speech (see, e.g., Beal 1997; Tagliamonte et al. 
2005), but in writing this usage is usually avoided. This feature is also present in spo-
ken AmE and BrE dialects, but it is not very common (see, e.g., Lehmann 2002; Levey 
2006; Beal and Corrigan 2002). However, the zero subject seems to be more profoundly 
rooted in spoken BrE in comparison to spoken AmE (Lehmann 2002). It is also found 
in AusE, SingE and HKE. In the latter it is nearly categorical, even with educated 
speakers (see Newbrook 1998: 47).
A feature unique to zero relativization in the current data is the following use of modal 
auxiliaries (201):
(201) “Challenging economic times still lie ahead, but I and Scottish Ministers 
will do all Ø we can to support this vital sector and in doing so increase 
the number of desperately needed affordable homes in the region and help 
retain local jobs.” (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
This feature is similar to what is described as a “complement of auxiliary verb’” by 
Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1046), but in their view this feature may be only applied 
in supplementary, that is, in non-restrictive relative clauses:
(202) He told me to design it myself, which I simply can’t.119
 
Example (202) resembles a sentential relative clause in having an antecedent which is 
complemented by an auxiliary verb, but example (201) is restrictive. Unlike Huddleston 
and Pullum (2002), I have analysed these instances either as object or adverbial rela-
tive clauses. The majority of instances (eight instances altogether) occur in object 
function and three in adverbial function. This feature is again the most frequently 
applied in SSE news: six tokens in LSSE and three in HISSE news. IrE and BrE news 
119  Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1046) example 36 iii b.
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both contain one token each. The use of this feature may derive from spoken usage, 
because the clear majority of the cases, i.e. eight out of eleven, are found in quotations 
of direct speech.
Prepositional complementation with zero 
Prepositional complementation is part of the zero relativization strategy, and often 
realized by the use of prepositional verbs. Prepositions with zero are always stranded 
(cf. prepositional complementation with that in section 5.2.2). 
Table 20. Prepositional complementation of the zero relativizer
Total Prepositional complementation
Variety N N %
HISSE 139 13 9.4
LSSE 134 19 14.2
IrE 41 6 14.6
BrE 49 1 2.0
A striking difference between the studied varieties is the infrequency of prepositional 
complementation in BrE (only one token) in comparison to the rest of the studied va-
rieties, in which this feature is moderately frequent. Significance of this difference 
cannot, however, be measured statistically, because the frequency of this feature is 
too low in BrE to produce reliable results.  
(203) “What if the person Ø she left the woman with had been someone dodgy?” 
(HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(204) “Trading standards exists to help our residents get the level of service Ø 
they are entitled to.”  (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
 
When the relativizer is omitted and it functions as an adverbial, the preposition may 
be subsumed into the antecedent (205). These tokens are not, however, included here 
in the count of prepositional complementation.
(205) He claims that at the time Ø he bought his wife 640 shares at £2 each in the 
bank’s £12 billion rights issue last May, the bank concealed the true state of 
its finances and is pursuing the bank for the return of his £1,282. (HISSE, 
The Oban Times)
In the current data this feature is attested only in SSE news, which may be due to the 
smaller size of data from IrE and BrE. This construction is common with it-cleft sen-
tences and in relative clauses relativized by the adverbial relativizers when and where. 
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5.3.2 Types of antecedent 
In written registers zero typically relativizes inanimate antecedents (see, e.g., Gut 
and Coronel 2012: 227; Sigley 1997; Biber et al. 1999). This is also true for the varieties 
under scrutiny.
Table 21. The zero relativizer and animacy of antecedents
Inanimate Human Collective Animal Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 95.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
LSSE 89.6 7.5 2.2 0.7 100.0
IrE 87.8 12.2 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 87.8 8.2 4.1 0.0 100.0
Inanimate antecedents (206) are favoured with zero, in the same way as they are with 
which and that. Human antecedents (207), which are typically relativized by who, are 
comparatively rare with zero, and they are proportionally the least common in SSE 
news. In the present data zero is rare (in LSSE and BrE) or non-existent (in HISSE 
and IrE) with collective (208) antecedents. The sole instance of zero referring to an 
animal antecedent occurs in LSSE (209).
(206) “We would welcome any information Ø anyone has in relation to these 
break ins.” (HISSE, The Northern Times)
(207) Last year the woman finally broke down and told her mother what had 
happened after hearing about other women Ø Stewart had attacked. (LSSE, 
The Scotsman)
(208) “Until we get to grips with tackling addictions and until we give our social 
work departments the staff Ø they need then more lives will continue to be 
blighted,” she said. (LSSE, The Herald)
(209) The Viscountess Thurso trophy for the biggest salmon caught in 2008 went 
to Jake Waters, from Thurso, for the 21 pounder Ø he landed on beat nine. 
(LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
In example (209), the 21 pounder refers to the biggest salmon caught in a fishing com-
petition.
Previous studies have provided mixed results on the effect of the definiteness of 
antecedent contributing to the choice of the zero relativizer (see, e.g., Tottie and Rey 
1997; Tagliamonte et al. 2005; Levey 2006). Rather, the syntactic function seems to 
contribute to this choice. As figure 10 shows, definite antecedents (210) are clearly 
preferred in news writing over indefinite antecedents (211).
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Figure 10. Percentages of definite and indefinite antecedents in zero relative clauses
(210) “The trend Ø we have identified is shocking,” Alec Kidd divisional officer 
said. (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(211) “They then realised that they couldn’t just drive up and ‘plug in’ - a problem 
Ø they must have encountered in other rural areas whilst doing this major 
exercise.” (LSSE, Ayr Advertiser)
These results are congruent with Tottie’s (1995) study on written AmE and BrE, in 
which a zero non-subject relative clause has a definite antecedent in 70% of the in-
stances. Tagliamonte et al.’s (2005: 99–100) investigation on three spoken northern 
British English dialects shows mixed results: definite antecedents are favoured with 
a zero subject in Scotland and Northern Ireland, but indefinite antecedents are nearly 
as frequent, especially in Scotland. On the other hand, speakers in Northwest England 
have a clearer preference for indefinite antecedents when zero is in subject function. 
A non-subject zero, however, typically refers to a definite antecedent in all these 
northern dialects. Based on the current and the earlier findings, it seems that in spo-
ken English definite and indefinite antecedents are nearly as commonly used with the 
zero relativizer in subject function, whereas in written and spoken English definite 
antecedents are clearly preferred with non-subject zero.
As mentioned in section 5.2.2, the relativizer that as subject and the zero rela-
tive as object are preferred to relativizer which when the antecedent is an indefinite 
pronoun (212–214) (Quirk et al. 1985: 1251). Indefinite pronouns as antecedents are 
indeed rather common with zero in news, accounting for approximately 10 per cent of 
the cases in all the varieties. The exact figures are the following: HISSE 10.8%, LSSE 
12.7%, IrE 9.8% and BrE 10.2%. Conversely, this feature is rare with an object that: 
two instances in HISSE, and one in LSSE and IrE each. On the other hand, indefinite 
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pronoun antecedents are nearly as common with that as a subject relativizer as with 
zero as an object relativizer. They are the most frequent in HISSE (11.6%), followed by 
IrE (8.8%), LSSE (3.3%) and BrE (3.2%). Table 17 in section 5.2.2 provides the absolute 
numbers of the relativizers that, which and zero occurring with indefinite pronoun 
antecedents in subject and object function.
(212) “It’s something Ø we’re discussing with HITRANS.”  (LSSE, John O’Groat 
Journal and Caithness Courier)
(213) “All Ø these bodies do is talk and talk and talk.” (HISSE, Stornoway Gazette)
(214) “This is sustainability, which is something Ø we all trying to achieve.” 
(LSSE, The Press and Journal)
5.3.3 Text type: quotations of direct speech vs. narrative
In terms of the text type, the zero relativizer behaves in the same way as the relativ-
izer that across the varieties: in SSE zero is more common in quoted speech, whereas 
in IrE and BrE it is more frequent in narrative.
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Figure 11. The zero relativizer in quotations of direct speech vs. narrative
As figure 11 indicates, the SSE varieties show a significantly higher percentage of 
zero in quoted speech (215) in comparison to IrE and BrE, in both of which zero is 
more likely to be found in narrative (216) (Fisher’s exact test: HISSE vs. IrE p = 0.0007; 
HISSE vs. BrE p < 0.0001; LSSE vs. IrE p = 0.0472, and LSSE vs. BrE p < 0.0001). The 
relativizer that behaves correspondingly to zero across the varieties, while the major-
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ity of the wh-relativizers occur in narrative in all the studied varieties (see sections 
5.2.3 and 5.4.4).
(215) “It’s an issue Ø we will have to address one way of the other,” he said. (LSSE, 
The Press and Journal)
(216) It also divides two sections of land Ø the Prince farms for the Duchy of 
Cornwall. (ICE-GB:W2C-020 #048:2)
5.4 W H I C H
As discussed in previous chapters, which has been used predominantly in the written 
medium in both restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses from early on, and it 
is the dominant non-restrictive relativizer in formal written texts. As table 7 in sec-
tion 5.1.1 and figure 29 in section 5.8 show, which is the most frequent non-restrictive 
relativizer in the varieties investigated here.
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Figure 12. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive which
The results indicate that which typically relativizes non-restrictive relative clauses in 
news. This stands in some contrast to Biber et al. (1999: 610), who claim that restric-
tive which is the more frequent of the two in the genres of written discourse they 
investigated, that is, in news, fiction, and academic prose. Having said this, in AmE 
news non-restrictive which is more frequent than restrictive which (Biber et al. 1999: 
616). This, however, results from the AmE preference for the use of that in restrictive 
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relative clauses (see chapter 6 for discussion on prescriptivism regarding relativizer 
use). In the present study, IrE seems to deviate from the rest of the varieties again: the 
difference in the distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive which is not as strik-
ing as in SSE and BrE, in all of which approximately two thirds of the which-relative 
clauses are non-restrictive and only one third restrictive. In IrE the percentage of 
restrictive which is 45.5 and of non-restrictive which 54.5. This variation between the 
varieties yields results that are statistically significant (Chi-square test with Fisher’s 
exact test: HISSE vs. IrE p = 0.0067; LSSE vs. IrE p = 0.0480, and BrE vs. IrE p = 0.0269). 
A possible explanation for non-restrictive which occurring less frequently in IrE could 
be the lesser use of proper noun antecedents in comparison to the other studied varie-
ties. This hypothesis holds for BrE, but not for HISSE and LSSE. In BrE 28.3 per cent 
of non-restrictive which instances are preceded by a proper noun antecedent, and 
the corresponding figure in IrE is 19.2 per cent. The figures for HISSE and LSSE are 
similar to IrE: 20.2 percent and 23.0 percent, respectively. 
In the same way as in SSE news, which is mainly used as a non-restrictive relativ-
izer in Scottish speech (Macafee 1983; Herrmann 2003): it is relatively frequent in ad-
nominal relative clauses (Herrmann 2003) forming 16.1% of the relative markers, and 
does not occur only in sentential relative clauses as suggested earlier by King (1997). 
The figure for restrictive which is 20.2 and 79.8 for non-restrictive which in the spoken 
varieties (Herrmann 2003: 107), which means that restrictive which is somewhat, not 
strikingly though, more common in SSE news in comparison to speech.
As mentioned above, non-punctuation of non-restrictive relative clauses is a com-
mon feature (see, e.g., Sigley 1997a). In terms of the relativizer which usage, this is 
one of the areas in which cross-variety variation appears most conspicuous in the 
present study.
Table 22. Non-use of punctuation of non-restrictive which
Non-restrictive No comma
Variety N N %
HISSE 203 83 40.9
LSSE 165 59 35.8
IrE 73 35 47.9
BrE 99 19 19.2
Omission of punctuation with non-restrictive which is surprisingly common in news, 
especially in SSE (217) and IrE.
(217) “The road can now cope with the many touring coaches and visitors that 
are attracted to this area of Skye via the Mallaig-Armadale ferry which now 
has a modern Ro-Ro linkspan facility.” (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
 
In IrE, nearly half of the non-restrictive which-relative clauses are not separated from 
their antecedents by punctuation. The figures for HISSE and LSSE are somewhat 
lower; in the latter every third token does not have an overt marking. Punctuation of 
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non-restrictive which follows the rules of grammar most precisely in BrE news, but 
even in this variety every fifth token is not overtly marked off. Statistically significant 
differences arise between BrE and the rest of the varieties (Fisher’s exact test: HISSE 
vs. BrE p = 0.0002; LSSE vs. BrE p = 0.0052; BrE vs. IrE p = 0.0001), while the differ-
ence between LSSE and IrE is not quite statistically significant (Fisher’s exact test: p = 
0.0855). The majority of the non-punctuated instances concern additional information 
presented in the relative clause (218). In addition, omission of a comma after a proper 
noun (219) is a comparatively frequent phenomenon. 
(218) A Cairndow fish processing plant which employs 77 people has frozen all 
payments to its creditors and dealing in its shares has been suspended. 
(HISSE, Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard)
(219) Fidelity which manages £ 1.6 billion for 200,000 unit holders, is offering 
a Personal Equity Plan (Pep) phased investment programme allowing in-
vestments to be spread over six or 12 months while earning tax-free inter-
est on that part of the Pep that remains in cash during the period. (ICE-
GB:W2C-012 #084:4)
5.4.2 Syntactic functions and the use of prepositions with which
The distribution of syntactic functions with relativizer which are presented in figure 
13. In the same way as that, the relativizer which functions typically as a subject in 
news. It is also somewhat frequent in object and adverbial functions. Which is rare as 
a predicative complement.
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Figure 13. Syntactic functions of which
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Adverbial function is especially common in BrE (220) in comparison to LSSE (Fisher’s 
exact test: p = 0.0057), and correspondingly which is clearly more frequent in subject 
function in LSSE in comparison to BrE (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0409). 
(220) He said: “The ruck in which John Buckton was hurt took place with Dean 
Ryan more than 20 yards away”. (ICE-GB:W2C-014 #128:5)
Table 23. Percentages of syntactic functions of restrictive and non-restrictive which
Restrictive
Subject Object Adverbial
Predicative 
Complement Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 73.4 14.9 11.7 0.0 100.0
LSSE 79.5 12.5 8.0 0.0 100.0
IrE 77.0 16.4 6.6 0.0 100.0
BrE 57.5 17.0 25.5 0.0 100.0
Non-restrictive
Subject Object Adverbial
Predicative 
Complement Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 86.7 6.9 5.9 0.5 100.0
LSSE 89.1 7.9 3.0 0.0 100.0
IrE 87.7 2.7 8.2 1.4 100.0
BrE 85.9 7.1 7.1 0.0 100.0
Table 23 presents the distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive which by syntac-
tic functions. Subject function is more common with non-restrictive than restrictive 
which, while object and adverbial functions are more frequent with restrictive than 
non-restrictive which (apart from adverbial which in IrE). The distribution of restric-
tive which in different syntactic functions is notably different in BrE compared to 
the other varieties of the study. A quarter of the tokens of restrictive which in BrE 
occur in adverbial function, while in the rest of the varieties the percentage is 11.7 
or less. These differences between BrE and the other varieties are significant (Chi-
square without Yates’ correction: BrE vs. HISSE p = 0.0362; BrE vs. LSSE p = 0.0051). 
However, in IrE the restrictive adverbial which occurs as an adverbial only four times 
and therefore the Chi-square test result is unreliable. All instances of restrictive which 
in adverbial function are complemented with a preposition, and this feature will be 
addressed to below in section 5.7.3. 
The percentage of restrictive subject which in BrE is much lower in comparison to 
SSE and IrE (221). 
(221) And children are believed to have started a fire which destroyed Craigy Hill 
Presbyterian church in Larne on Saturday night. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press 
news N\W2C-002 Belfast Telegraph 2)
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While in SSE and IrE restrictive subject which occurs in approximately three quar-
ters of the instances, in BrE the percentage is only 57.5. This variation is significant 
between BrE and LSSE, and BrE vs. IrE (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0090; p = 0.0374, 
respectively). Which is moderately common in restrictive object function (222) across 
the varieties.
(222) “This is a facility which is needed and is one which I think we will achieve,” 
he said. (LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
Cross-variety variation with regard to the occurrence of non-restrictive which in dif-
ferent syntactic functions is much less pronounced in comparison to restrictive which. 
Almost 90 per cent of the non-restrictive which instances occur in subject function 
(223), which is a similar finding as for non-restrictive that. The rest of the occurrences 
are rather evenly distributed between object (224) and adverbial (225) functions. In 
IrE and BrE adverbial functions of non-restrictive which are more frequent than object 
functions, while the figures are reversed in SSE. Non-restrictive which is exceedingly 
rare as a predicative complement (226), and there are only two tokens across the data, 
one in HISSE and one in IrE.
(223) “Children can develop toxocariasis which causes blindness.” (LSSE, 
Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
(224) “At the moment I ’m doing Latin which I love but I would probably have to 
give that up as well.” (ICE-GB:W2C-002 #022:1)
(225) There was a small hole about one-and-a-half millimetres wide in the pack-
et, through which the initial infestation could have arisen. (ICE-Ireland, ICE 
Press news N\W2C-005 Belfast Telegraph 4)
(226) “He rejected it on the grounds that the vessel was not suitable, but no one 
had asked the operator if this was truly the case; that the intended vessel 
would not meet new EU regulations - 14 CalMac vessels are in a similar 
position; and that the proposal is illegal which it clearly isn’t since it meets 
the condition in the tender document that CalMac can charter a vessel.” 
(HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
On the basis of the present data, prepositional complementation of the relativizer 
which is fairly frequent in news. In BrE, every fifth which-relative clause has a preposi-
tion, whereas in the rest of the varieties the frequency is between 10 and 15 per cent 
(table 24). 
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Figure 14. Distribution of pied-piping and stranding as choices of prepositional complemen-
tation of the relativizer which
Both pied-piping and stranding are possible alternatives in SSE and IrE, while in BrE 
all instances are pied-piped. This result implies a rather formal usage of prepositional 
which in BrE news and is in line with previous studies. For example, Van den Eynden 
Morpeth (2002: 189–90) reports that in her 1996 study on prepositional complementa-
tion of the wh-relative clauses in British newspapers, which has a stranded preposition 
in only 3% of the instances. Interestingly, stranding is more frequent in SSE and IrE 
than, for example, in spoken SJE, in which only 3 per cent of the prepositions with 
which are stranded (Gut 2011).
Table 24. Prepositional complementation of restrictive and non-restrictive which. The per-
centages in the first columns with each type refer to the overall percentage of the feature in 
the given type of relative clause.
Restrictive which Non-restrictive which
Variety % Pied-piping % Stranding % % Pied-piping % Stranding %
HISSE 14.9 78.6 21.4 11.3 91.3 8.7
LSSE 12.5 100.0 0.0 7.3 75.0 25.0
IrE 9.8 66.7 33.3 9.6 100.0 0.0
BrE 29.8 100.0 0.0 16.2 100.0 0.0
Prepositional complementation of both restrictive and non-restrictive which is some-
what common. The absolute numbers are higher in non-restrictive relative clauses 
(see table 8 in Appendix A), but the percentages show that prepositional complemen-
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tation is in fact more frequent in restrictive relative clauses. This applies to all the 
varieties under investigation.
Pied-piping (227) is the preferred option, and as noted above, the only option in 
BrE, while stranding is clearly less frequent. The SSE and IrE news also favour pied-
piping, but stranding (228) also occurs. 
(227) Alpha Schools - a consortium of contractors Tulloch and Morrison - will 
construct all 11 schools and maintain them under a leasing arrangement 
for 30 years, after which the buildings revert to Highland Council owner-
ship. (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(228) The group is also opposed to the introduction of £1.25 a week charges for 
the community alarm scheme which older people rely on for help if they 
need it. (LSSE, The Press and Journal)
With restrictive which only pied-piping is used in LSSE and BrE, whereas in HISSE 
and IrE stranding is also an option. However, when we examine prepositional com-
plementation with non-restrictive which, preposition stranding occurs only in SSE 
newspaper articles. In LSSE every fourth preposition is stranded, while the figure 
for HISSE is less than ten per cent (LSSE vs. HISSE p = 0.3126, i.e. this finding is not 
statistically significant). 
Syntactic roles of non-restrictive which
In addition to the syntactic positions discussed above, the relativizer which may be 
used in possessive (229), partitive (230) and determinative (231) function. These are 
syntactic roles that may be realized only with the relativizer which. All these struc-
tures are infrequent in the current data, and they occur only with non-restrictive 
which (see also Quirk et al. 1985: 1259). As Quirk et al. (ibid.) point out, these structures 
are “uncommon except in formally precise writing”, and the preposition typically 
precedes which as in examples (229–231) below.
(229) The proposal is among dozens of new measures outlined in a confidential 
government review of its policies to tackle climate change, a copy of which 
has been obtained by the Guardian. (BrE, The Guardian)
(230) Mr Hall concluded: ”Better integration between separate policy areas such 
as farming and food, forestry, flooding and biodiversity - all of which are 
linked to land use and require some degree of co-ordination and co-opera-
tion - must be pursued. (HISSE, Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard)
(231) Some viewers in Scottish Borders will not receive any terrestrial TV signal 
until the first stage of switchover is completed by around noon today, at 
which point Freeview viewers should retune their boxes. (LSSE, Border 
Telegraph)
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Possessive which occurs only in BrE news (at a frequency of four per cent). Partitive 
which occurs across the data, but is rare at the frequency of less than four per cent 
across the varieties. Likewise, relative determinative function is rare, and found in 
SSE and BrE news at the frequency of one per cent or less (for exact percentages see 
table 9 in Appendix A). 
5.4.3 Types of antecedent 
Animacy of antecedents
Which refers typically to inanimate things (Biber et al. 1999, Sigley 1997, Gut 2011), and 
is rather frequently used with collective entities. However, the latter usage is seldom 
discussed in the literature. In dialectal English which usually refers to inanimate an-
tecedents, and, for example, in spoken SJE it is used with collective antecedents, but 
is clearly less frequent than in the current data (Gut 2011). On the other hand, which 
is not used with human antecedents in the present data. Even though which may re-
fer to human antecedents in spoken BrE varieties, including spoken Scots and ScE, 
it is very rare in dialectal speech (Herrmann 2003: 112). Gut (2011) reports a similar 
finding in SJE.
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Figure 15. Animacy of antecedents of the relativizer which
As expected, the majority of the antecedents with the relativizer which are inanimate 
(232). 
(232) Mrs MacLeod told the Journal goalposts, which will be ordered this week, 
are the next item on the agenda as the children who normally have to use 
their jackets as make-shift posts. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
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Collective antecedents (see examples 233–234 below) are somewhat common, and 
most frequent in BrE news. The difference in the use of collective antecedents in 
significant between BrE and HISSE (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0404), whereas the dif-
ference between BrE and IrE is not quite statistically significant (Chi-square without 
Yates correction: p = 0.0937). In comparison to other newspapers, BrE news seem to 
report more extensively on matters relating to companies, countries and other similar 
entities, see examples (233) and (234):
(233) These anxieties could be laid to rest were the Imperial Household Agency, 
which dictates every detail of imperial behaviour, to adjust its inward-look-
ing traditions. (ICE-GB:W2C-008 #055:2)
(234) “We are actively contributing to the Government’s Digital Radio Working 
Group which aims to identify current barriers to the growth of digital ra-
dio and identify the possible remedies to those barriers”. (LSSE, Border 
Telegraph)
Antecedents referring to animals (235) and ambiguous objects (236) are rare across 
the varieties.  
(235) One of the suspects was known to have a ferocious pitbull terrier which had 
killed other dogs on the estate but in the event this man did not turn up. 
(ICE-GB:W2C-011 #060:2) 
(236) A retired Master Mariner was cruising just south of Urquhart Bay in a 
Caley Cruisers’ boat at a speed of nine knots when it was overtaken by an 
unknown object which came between them and the south shore. (HISSE, 
The Inverness Courier) 
Table 25. Animacy of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive which
Restrictive
Inanimate Collective Animal Ambiguous Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 93.6 5.3 0.0 1.1 100.0
LSSE 86.4 13.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
IrE 91.8 8.2 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 93.6 4.3 2.1 0.0 100.0
Non-restrictive
Inanimate Collective Animal Ambiguous Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 77.8 17.8 3.9 0.5 100.0
LSSE 79.4 20.0 0.6 0.0 100.0
IrE 79.4 19.2 1.4 0.0 100.0
BrE 69.7 30.3 0.0 0.0 100.0
123
Table 25 presents the breakdown of percentages in both types of adnominal relative 
clauses. In terms of animacy, the varieties under study seem to behave alike with re-
strictive and non-restrictive which. As for restrictive which, the clear majority of the 
instances in each variety are inanimate, approximately 90 per cent. In LSSE news, 
collective antecedents are slightly more frequent in comparison to the other varieties, 
and account for 13.6 per cent of the restrictive which instances. Animal and ambiguous 
antecedents are extremely rare with restrictive which and there is one token of each.
In like manner, some minor differences exist in the uses of non-restrictive which. 
In SSE and IrE news texts, inanimate antecedents account for nearly 80 per cent of 
the instances, while in BrE the figure is 69.7%. Collective antecedents occur most com-
monly in BrE (30.3%), being followed by LSSE (20.0%), IrE (19.2%) and HISSE (17.7%). 
The difference in the use of collective antecedents between BrE and HISSE yields 
a result that is statistically significant (Fisher’s exact test, p = 0.0173). HISSE ranks 
highest with animal antecedents, altogether eight occurrences (3.9%), while LSSE and 
BrE have one token each and IrE none. 
Definiteness of antecedents 
When looking at the big picture, definite and indefinite antecedents are rather evenly 
distributed across the varieties. The only variety that shows more pronounced vari-
ation in its use of this feature is BrE, in which definite antecedents are slightly more 
frequent in comparison to the rest of the varieties. This is, at least, partly due to the 
greater frequency of proper noun antecedents in BrE news.
50.2	  %	   52.6	  %	   50.0	  %	  
56.8	  %	  
49.8	  %	   47.4	  %	   50.0	  %	  
43.2	  %	  
0.0	  %	  
10.0	  %	  
20.0	  %	  
30.0	  %	  
40.0	  %	  
50.0	  %	  
60.0	  %	  
70.0	  %	  
80.0	  %	  
9.0	  %	  
100.0	  %	  
HISSE	  (N=297)	   LSSE	  (N=253)	   IrE	  (N=134)	   BrE	  (N=146)	  
DEFINITE	   INDEFINITE	  
Figure 16. Definiteness of antecedents in which-relative clauses
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When the data is divided into restrictive and non-restrictive (see table 26), clear ten-
dencies in the use of definite and indefinite antecedents become evident. Antecedents 
with restrictive which are predominantly indefinite. On the contrary, all the varieties 
favour definite antecedents with non-restrictive which. Again, cross-variety differenc-
es occur between the varieties, but these differences are not statistically significant. 
Table 26. Definiteness of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive which
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Definite Indefinite Total Definite Indefinite Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 33.0 67.0 100.0 58.1 41.9 100.0
LSSE 27.3 72.7 100.0 66.1 33.9 100.0
IrE 37.7 62.3 100.0 60.3 39.7 100.0
BrE 38.3 61.7 100.0 65.7 34.3 100.0
Proper noun antecedents (237) are common with which and contribute to the high 
frequency of definite antecedents.
(237) The Conservatives last night called for an independent inquiry into Mr 
Blunkett’s 3 per cent holding in DNA Bioscience, which has previously held 
talks with the Child Support Agency (CSA) about contracts for the use of its 
paternity-testing technology. (LSSE, The Scotsman)
In BrE news nearly 29 per cent of antecedents are proper nouns, whereas in the rest 
of the varieties their frequency is slightly less: approximately 20 per cent (see table 
10 in Appendix A for the exact percentages). The only statistically significant varia-
tion in the use of proper nouns is evident between BrE and IrE (Fisher’s exact test: 
p = 0.0447).
5.4.4 Text types with which 
Which in quotations of direct speech and narrative
The relativizer which occurs more frequently in narrative than in quotations of direct 
speech across the data (see Figure 17). This finding reflects the fact that the use of 
which is not as common in spoken English as it is in its written registers. 
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Figure 17. The relativizer which in quotations of direct speech vs. narrative
As Figure 17 shows, which is clearly more frequent in quoted speech in SSE in com-
parison to IrE and BrE (Fisher’s exact test: HISSE vs. BrE; HISSE vs. IrE; and LSSE vs. 
BrE p < 0.0001; and LSSE vs. IrE p = 0.0002). In addition, the variation between IrE and 
BrE is significant when tested without Yates’ correction (p = 0.0468). Although which is 
comparatively rare in Scottish speech and accounts for approximately 16% of relativ-
izers in Herrmann’s data (2003: 107), it is frequent in news having the frequency of 
approximately 30 per cent. It therefore seems that which may be over-represented in 
SSE quoted speech compared to actual spoken usage. The same applies to IrE news. 
In Herrmann’s spoken data from Northern Ireland which occurs only in 1.2% of the 
overall relativizer instances, and the percentage for the combined figures for which 
in BrE dialects is 18.3% of the overall relativizer instances (see Herrmann 2003: 107). 
The frequency of “quoted” which in SSE may be due to greater use of quotations of 
direct speech in Scottish news in comparison to IrE and BrE news, or SSE texts may 
have gone through a heavier editing process. 
Table 27. Restrictive and non-restrictive which in quotations and narrative
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Variety Quotation Narrative Total Quotation Narrative Total
HISSE 41.5 58.5 100.0 28.6 71.4 100.0
LSSE 43.2 56.8 100.0 19.4 80.6 100.0
IrE 16.4 83.6 100.0 6.8 93.2 100.0
BrE 6.4 93.6 100.0 4.0 96.0 100.0
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Across the varieties, restrictive which is more frequent in quotations (238) than non-
restrictive which. 
(238) “There would be a meeting at which the public would be aware of what 
was happening and there would be discussions.” (HISSE, The Inverness 
Courier)
Vice versa, the use of non-restrictive which is clearly more common in narrative than 
that of restrictive which, especially in SSE news. In addition, a clear cross-variety 
variation is evident between SSE and the comparison material. In both relative clause 
types which is clearly more common in quoted speech in SSE than in BrE and IrE. 
In restrictive relative clauses, variation is significant between SSE and BrE (Fisher’s 
exact test: p < 0.0001) as well as between HISSE and IrE (Fisher’s exact test: p = 
0.0013), and LSSE and IrE (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0007). The difference in the use 
of non-restrictive which yields a result that is statistically significant between HISSE 
and IrE as well as between HISSE and BrE (p < 0.0001); LSSE vs. IrE (p = 0.0123), and 
LSSE vs. BrE (p = 0.0003). The variation is significant even between the SSE varieties 
(chi-square test without Yates’ correction (p =0.0416). However, with Fisher’s exact 
test this result is not quite statistically significant (p = 0.0508).
5. 5 T H E PE R S O N A L R E L AT I V I Z E R PA R A D I G M W H O , W H O M  A N D 
W H O S E
5.5.1 Who: distribution in restrictive and non-restrictive relative 
clauses
Both restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses are frequent with the relativizer 
who. Non-restrictive who predominates in SSE news, while in IrE and BrE the percent-
age of restrictive who is higher. However, the only statistically significant variation is 
found between HISSE and IrE (p = 0.0213). The higher number of the non-restrictive 
who instances in SSE may be explained by the higher number of proper noun ante-
cedents in SSE newspaper articles in comparison to IrE and BrE (see table 31 below).
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Figure 18. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive who
Approximately 30 per cent of the non-restrictive who relativizer instances across the 
investigated varieties are not marked off by punctuation. The exact percentages by 
variety are given in table 11 in Appendix A. These percentages are lower in com-
parison to omitted punctuation in non-restrictive which-relative clauses (see section 
5.4.1), the exception being BrE, in which non-restrictive which does not receive overt 
punctuation in approximately 20 per cent of the instances (vs. who 26.4%). 
5.5.2 Syntactic functions of who and the types of antecedent
As pointed out, for example, by Biber et al. (1999: 614), who generally occupies subject 
function, while the use of whom is reserved for object function. Who is rare as an 
object. However, it is sometimes used in this function, when the speaker or writer 
wants to avoid the use of the accusative form whom (see example (239) below). In the 
same way as in edited written NZE, who is nearly categorical in subject function in 
the present data (cf. Sigley 1997: 275; for spoken English varieties see, e.g., Levey 2006; 
Gut 2011). The two instances of accusative who are found in LSSE news (239). This 
result is congruent with that of Schneider (1992), who reports that accusative who is 
surprisingly infrequent in written BrE and AmE120. 
(239) One worker, who we agreed not to name, told us: “I don’t expect to have a job 
at Christmas - there isn’t any work.” (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
120  Schneider (1992) investigated data from LOB and Brown.
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Animacy of antecedents
The relativizer who usually has a human antecedent in news, while inanimate an-
tecedents do not occur at all. This finding complies with the typical wh-relativizer 
divide discussed in the literature; the use of who is reserved for human antecedents, 
whereas which refers to things.
Table 28. The overall animacy of who
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 88.7 0.0 10.9 0.4 100.0
LSSE 86.4 0.0 13.2 0.4 100.0
IrE 90.2 0.0 9.8 0.0 100.0
BrE 90.2 0.0 9.8 0.0 100.0
Collective antecedents are fairly frequent with who: 
(240) Ms MacDonald points out that there was no crofting representation on 
the stakeholders group who were consulted on the issue and this has been 
confirmed by the Scottish Government department. (HISSE, Stornoway 
Gazette)
Antecedents denoting animals (241) are exceedingly rare, there is one token in HISSE 
and one in LSSE. In example (241) American minks that threaten the existence of na-
tive water voles are discussed and referred to by who:
(241) An American invader who has been threatening the future of one of the 
UK’s most endangered species is being targeted on the River Spey. (HISSE, 
Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
These findings are in line with other investigations on educated writing, for exam-
ple, in NZE, in which there are no instances of inanimate who (see Sigley 1997a: 272). 
Likewise, in spoken BrE and AmE varieties who is typically near-categorically hu-
man (see Levey 2006: 59; Beal and Corrigan 2002, Herrmann 2003, Tagliamonte et 
al. 2005; Tottie 1997). A handful of inanimate who instances are found in spoken and 
written New Englishes (see Gut and Coronel 2012: 231–2; Gut 2011). Gut (2011) and Gut 
and Coronel (2012), however, have categorized antecedents differently than I have. 
Therefore our results are not directly comparable. 
Table 29 shows the breakdown of figures for restrictive and non-restrictive who 
according to the animacy of antecedents. The distribution of antecedents in both types 
of adnominal relative clauses is very similar. Although collective antecedents with 
non-restrictive who are somewhat more frequent in SSE newspapers in comparison 
to IrE and BrE, the difference is not statistically significant.
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Table 29. The animacy of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive who
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Human Collective Animal Total Human Collective Animal Total
Variety % % % % % % % %
HISSE 91.7 7.3 1.0 100.0 86.6 13.4 0.0 100.0
LSSE 90.0 10.0 0.0 100.0 83.2 16.0 0.4 100.0
IrE 90.4 9.6 0.0 100.0 90.0 10.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 88.1 11.9 0.0 100.0 92.5 7.5 0.0 100.0
Definiteness of antecedents 
The majority of the antecedents with who are definite across the varieties. In SSE and 
BrE news the percentage of definite antecedents is approximately 60 per cent. In IrE 
this figure is slightly lower at 55 per cent.
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Figure 19. Definiteness of antecedents in who relative clauses
Indefinite antecedents predominate with restrictive who, whereas non-restrictive who 
typically has a definite antecedent (consider table 30). Indefinite antecedents with who 
often consist of words accompanied with an indefinite article (242), indefinite pronoun 
(243) or the head noun does not have an article (244). 
(242) A man who visited his wife’s premises and allegedly put her “in fear” 
was handed out two prison sentences of six months each, but Judge Mary 
Martin, at Templemore court, when she convicted him of contravening two 
protection orders. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-020 Tipperary Star)
130
(243) “We are not persuaded, for example, that it would generally be right for the 
police to keep fingerprints and DNA samples from everyone who is detained 
but not eventually convicted, or even prosecuted.” (LSSE, The Herald)
(244) The Mountain Café in Grampian Road was packed throughout the week-
end with competitors or people who had come to watch the event. (HISSE, 
Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
Table 30. Definiteness of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive who
 
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Definite Indefinite Total Definite Indefinite Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 27.1 72.9 100.0 83.6 16.4 100.0
LSSE 41.8 58.2 100.0 77.6 22.4 100.0
IrE 31.3 68.7 100.0 82.9 17.1 100.0
BrE 39.0 61.0 100.0 83.0 17.0 100.0
In order to find out an explanation to the higher frequency of non-restrictive who 
occurrences in SSE in comparison to IrE and BrE, and to test the findings against 
those in spoken BrE dialects, the distribution of selected antecedents was investi-
gated. As table 31 indicates, non-restrictive who is very frequent with proper nouns 
(i.e. personal names) across the varieties. The highest frequency is in HISSE: 67.9%, 
followed by LSSE 60.8%, IrE 58.6% and BrE 58.5%. The variation between the varieties 
is not, however, statistically significant. Even though the frequency of proper nouns is 
higher in SSE in comparison to BrE and IrE news, their frequency in SSE is not large 
enough to explain the result. In addition, two proper nouns in LSSE news occur with 
it-clefts in restrictive relative clauses, but all the rest of the proper noun antecedents 
are found in non-restrictive relative clauses. 
Table 31. The relativizer who in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses with selected 
definite and indefinite antecedents
Restrictive % Non-restrictive %
Antecedent
HISSE 
(n=96)
LSSE
(n=110)
IrE
(n=83)
BrE
(n=59)
HISSE
(n=134)
LSSE
(n=125)
IrE 
(n=70)
BrE 
(n=53)
Definite
people 6.3 6.4 4.8 1.7 0.0 1.6 2.9 0.0
those 6.3 15.5 3.6 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PN 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 67.9 60.8 58.6 58.5
Indefinite
people 12.5 16.4 7.2 3.4 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0
indefinite 
pronoun
14.6 3.6 10.8 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Who is somewhat frequent with indefinite pronouns in restrictive relative clauses 
(especially in HISSE and IrE). Collocations people who (245) and those who (246) are 
relatively frequent across the varieties in restrictive relative clauses. Collocation peo-
ple who is also fairly frequent in Tagliamonte et al.’s  (2005: 91) data from Lowland 
Scotland and Northwest England, but is quite surprisingly absent from their data from 
Northern Ireland.
(245) “We’ve heard stories of people who realise they might be drinking making 
themselves a sandwich to put in the fridge before they go out - and we’ve 
heard of publicans providing food for customers they know are vulnerable 
before they go home.” (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(246) Councillor Ian Gray was among those who were sceptical of the projected 
outlay. (LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
As example (247) shows, not only who, but also the relativizer that occurs with the 
head noun people (see also section 5.2.2). This collocation is, however, uncommon in 
news. 
(247) “All the people that are spreading rumours need to settle down and grow 
up, accept that there have been difficulties and that people have been try-
ing to resolve them.” (HISSE, The Oban Times)
5.5.3 Who in quotations of direct speech vs. narrative
The overall findings show that who is clearly more frequent in narrative of news 
articles than in quotations of direct speech. As with other relativizers in the current 
study, who is more frequent in quoted speech in SSE news in comparison to IrE and 
BrE. This finding reflects the use of who in speech, in which it is infrequent, especially 
in ScE and Scots (see Herrmann 2003, 2005; Tagliamonte et al. 2005).
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Figure 20. The relativizer who in quotations and narrative
Table 32. Restrictive and non-restrictive who in quoted speech and narrative
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Quotations Narrative Total Quotations Narrative Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 44.8 55.2 100.0 11.2 88.8 100.0
LSSE 55.5 44.5 100.0 14.4 85.6 100.0
IrE 25.3 74.7 100.0 1.4 98.6 100.0
BrE 11.9 88.1 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
In restrictive relative clauses who occurs typically in narrative, the exception being 
LSSE, in which it is more frequent in quoted speech. With non-restrictive who, the mi-
nority of the instances are found in quoted speech, and these cases occur exclusively 
in SSE news, with one exception in IrE. In BrE all the non-restrictive who instances 
occur in narrative.
5.5.4 Whom
Whom is generally infrequent and exceedingly uncommon in the present data. Since 
all relativizers are discussed in detail in this work, the use of whom will be examined 
with similar detail. However, the low frequencies make it hard to draw too far-reach-
ing conclusions about possible differences between the varieties. 
As tables 3 and 4 in the beginning of this chapter show, the occurrence of whom is 
only 0.5 per 10,000 words of running text across the studied varieties. Table 33 pre-
sents the absolute numbers of whom.
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Table 33. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive whom
Total Restrictive Non-restrictive
Variety N N N
HISSE 3 0 3
LSSE 4 1 3
IrE 2 0 2
BrE 2 1 1
The clear majority of the instances are non-restrictive, and only two cases are re-
strictive. Unlike in many non-restrictive relative clauses that are relativized by who 
and which, all non-restrictive relative clauses relativized by whom are punctuated 
correctly. The relativizer whom occurs always with a pied-piped preposition in the 
present data, as illustrated in the following examples (248–252).
Whom is typically used with human and collective antecedents. This applies to 
written and spoken BrE, AmE and NZE as well (see Biber et al. 1999: 614; Sigley 1997: 
272). In the present data, restrictive whom modifies either a human or a collective 
(248) antecedent. 
(248) “To make matters worse, these figures do not include staff who have retired 
in the meantime and for whom this banding will decide their final pension 
figure.” (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
All instances of non-restrictive whom in SSE newspapers occur with human anteced-
ents, and all these tokens occur in subject function.
(249) About 12 volunteers, most of whom were members of the local retained 
fire brigade unit, initially joined the Helmsdale First Responder Scheme. 
(HISSE, The Northern Times)
Non-restrictive whom occurs once in IrE and BrE. Both tokens refer to a collective 
proper noun antecedent and function as the object of the relative clause. Interestingly, 
both instances occur in football news:
(250) It would have given Northern Ireland breathing space; at 1-0 there was still 
a trace of anxiety in their play and Latvia, for whom Popkob and Charando 
had looked dangerous in the first half were never totally out of it. (ICE-
Ireland, ICE Press news N\W2C-001 Belfast telegraph 1)
(251) Last season, he was on loan to Swansea, for whom he played in the European 
Cup. (ICE-GB W2C: 014 #28)
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All instances of subject whom are partitive, see example (252): 
(252) Inspectors also demanded improvements in dietary, health and welfare 
needs of the 14 residents - the majority of whom will now need to be found 
new homes. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
The two tokens of restrictive whom refer to indefinite antecedents. The results with 
non-restrictive whom are mixed. Whereas in HISSE newspaper articles two out of 
three non-restrictive whom instances refer to an indefinite antecedent, the results are 
reversed in LSSE. In IrE news there is one instance of each, and the only instance 
of non-restrictive whom in BrE refers to a definite antecedent. All instances of non-
restrictive whom occur in narrative, while the two instances of restrictive whom occur 
in quoted speech (see example 248 above). 
In speech whom may be sometimes used as a hypercorrect form for who in sub-
ject function in deeply embedded clauses, for example, in cases such as Sandra is the 
secretary whom I think has the file (in Newbrook 1998: 52). This type of usage does not 
occur in the current data.
5.5.5 Whose in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses 
The absolute numbers of whose are low in newspaper articles across the studied va-
rieties (see table 34). This infrequency is not unexpected, although whose is reported 
to be “moderately common in all written registers” (Biber et al. 1999: 618). Similarly, 
whose is uncommon in spoken BrE and AmE (Biber et al. 1999, Beal and Corrigan 
2002) as well as in spoken Scots (see chapter 3). Macaulay (1991: 80) even detects a 
complete absence of the possessive relativizer whose in his interview data in Ayr, in 
which speakers use alternative constructions, for example, that’s, passive which (“… 
and I went to Prestwick High School which it was called then…”) and prepositional 
phrase (“and a wee woman with the name of…”). As mentioned above, none of these 
non-standard usages occur in the data investigated here.
Table 34. Distribution of whose in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses
Total Restrictive Non-restrictive Total
Variety N N % N % %
HISSE 16 3 18.8 13 81.3 100.0
LSSE 12 6 50.0 6 50.0 100.0
IrE 10 0 0.0 10 100.0 100.0
BrE 12 1 8.3 11 91.7 100.0
Whose is the only relativizer along with whom that is used predominantly as a non-
restrictive relativizer. Having said this, the instances of whose are evenly distributed 
between restrictive and non-restrictive in LSSE news, but in all other studied varie-
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ties non-restrictive whose is either categorical (in IrE) or near categorical (in HISSE 
and BrE). Restrictive whose is rare across the board. Non-restrictive whose is typi-
cally accompanied with proper punctuation; only three instances out of 40 are not 
separated from the antecedent correctly. These cases occur in HISSE, LSSE and IrE. 
5.5.6 Syntactic functions of whose
Restrictive whose functions near-categorically as part of a subject (253), and there is 
one token of object whose in the present data (254) (for the percentages see table 12 
in Appendix A).
(253) A man whose family tirelessly worked for the Prestwick community has 
celebrated his 105th birthday. (LSSE, Ayr Advertiser)
(254) Ms McLeish said: “Not only did the council turn us down, but because I 
wrote the letter the appeal report was made only on behalf of my own two 
children, and not the other children whose parents I was also represent-
ing”. (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
Apart from the one instance of adverbial non-restrictive whose in IrE (see example 
(255), in which whose occurs with a coordinated collective antecedent), all occurrences 
of non-restrictive whose occur in subject position. Preposition use with whose is con-
fined to this adverbial instance in IrE:
(255) The couple, who had lived in the area for 22 years - and on whose wall the 
RHC daubed “RHC. We will be back. UVF”– were today staying with rela-
tives and too upset to talk to reporters. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news N\
W2C-002 Belfast Telegraph 2)
5.5.7 Types of antecedent 
As discussed in the literature, whose is capable of referring to all types of antecedent, 
in the same way as that and zero. In comparison to other English varieties, the varie-
ties under study behave rather alike: human antecedents predominate, and collective 
antecedents are comparatively common with non-restrictive whose. Biber et al. (1999: 
618) report that in AmE and BrE news whose refers to a human antecedent in 70% of 
the instances, whereas 25% of the instances modify a collective antecedent. In like 
manner, human antecedents predominate with whose in news in spoken and written 
New Englishes (NigE, JamE, PhilE and SingE) (Gut and Coronel 2012). However, in 
written PhilE non-human antecedents are nearly as frequent as human antecedents 
(see Gut and Coronel 2012: 227–8). Biber et al. (op. cit.) point out that in academic prose 
75% of the instances modify an inanimate antecedent, which is the same pattern de-
tected in NZE casual conversation (Sigley 1997b: 220).
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Table 35. Animacy of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive whose
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Human Inanimate Collective Total Human Inanimate Collective Total
Variety % % % % % % % %
HISSE 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 76.9 15.4 7.7 100.0
LSSE 83.3 16.7 0.0 100.0 83.3 16.7 0.0 100.0
IrE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.0 0.0 10.0 100.0
BrE 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 54.5 9.1 36.4 100.0
Table 35 confirms that both restrictive and non-restrictive whose typically relativize 
human antecedents. Inanimate antecedents (256) with non-restrictive whose occur in 
SSE and BrE, but not in IrE. Collective antecedents (257) are particularly common in 
BrE news writing (four out of eleven tokens). With restrictive whose the sole inanimate 
head noun occurs in LSSE news, and refers to an abstract antecedent (258). Whose 
does not refer to animal antecedents in the current data. 
(256) The Burghfield Hotel, whose early owners included press baron Lord 
Rothermere, was bought eight years ago by a group of American golfers 
and has been on the market for some time. (HISSE, The Northern Times)
(257) Queensland, whose inconsistency has been the despair of their supporters 
since long before they began trying to buy the Sheffield Shield by sign-
ing top players from outside - Wes Hall, Jeff Thomson, Majid Khan, Greg 
Chappell, Viv Richards, Ian Botham and Graeme Hick to name a few - had 
a collectively poor match, notably in yesterday’s collapse to 42 for five. 
(ICE-GB: W2C-014 #069:3)
(258) He said: “The vision of a world using fuel produced from sustainable sourc-
es is an idea whose time has come”. (LSSE, The Press and Journal)
The majority of the antecedents with whose are definite (see table 36). Many of the 
antecedents are proper nouns, as in examples (256–257). 
Table 36. Definiteness of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive whose
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Definite Indefinite Total Definite Indefinite Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 33.3 66.7 100.0 92.3 7.7 100.0
LSSE 33.3 66.7 100.0 66.7 33.3 100.0
IrE 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 100.0 0.0 100.0 90.9 9.1 100.0
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In SSE news restrictive whose typically refers to indefinite antecedents. Conversely, 
the only instance of restrictive whose in BrE has a definite antecedent. On the other 
hand, the clear majority of the non-restrictive whose instances modify definite an-
tecedents. Indefinite antecedents with non-restrictive whose are rare: there is one 
instance in HISSE and in BrE each, two in LSSE and none in IrE.
5.5.8 Whose in quotations of direct speech vs. narrative 
Figure 21 shows that the relativizer whose is decidedly more frequent in narrative in 
comparison to quoted speech. 
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Figure 21. Distribution of the relativizer whose in quoted speech and narrative
When the distributions of restrictive and non-restrictive whose are considered sepa-
rately across the two text types, it becomes evident that the varieties do not function 
in uniform. Six out of ten restrictive whose instances occur in narrative. All BrE in-
stances occur in narrative, whereas all HISSE instances (three cases) occur in quoted 
speech. Only one of the LSSE instances occur in quoted speech, and all the rest in 
narrative. Non-restrictive whose is near-categorically used in narrative, and only one 
instance occurs in quoted speech across the whole data, in LSSE. For exact percent-
ages, see table 13 in Appendix A. 
5.6 A DV E R B I A L R E L AT I V E S W H E R E ,  W H E N  A N D  W H Y
In this section an overall picture of the use of the adverbial relatives where, when and 
why will be provided. The adverbial relativizer functions are seldom addressed to in 
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studies on relativization (Tottie and Lehmann 1999: 138). They are, however, included 
in Biber et al. (1999) and Sigley (1997), and discussed in detail in Tottie and Lehmann 
(1999)121. 
I will first present the overall figures for relativizers in adverbial relative clauses 
in order to provide a big picture of their use in news. After this the distribution of 
where, when and why will be analysed. Adverbial relative clauses including the use of 
relativizers which, that, zero and whose will then analysed in sections 5.7.3 and 5.8.3. 
Earlier studies indicate register variation in the adverbial relativizer use (see Biber 
et al. 1999; Tottie and Lehmann 1999). Tottie and Lehmann (1999: 142) point out that 
adverbial relativizers are considerably more common in the text category of applied 
science in comparison to press news. Their BNC press sample had 7 relative adver-
bials per 10,000 words, which is less than in any of the varieties in the current data. 
As table 4 in section 5.1 shows, in BrE news where, when and why are nearly twice 
as frequent and have 13.4 occurrences per 10,000 words. The corresponding figure 
for HISSE is 9.4, for LSSE 11.2 and for IrE 8.1. Note that these figures do not include 
adverbial functions of other relativizers, which raises the overall occurrence even 
higher. It, therefore, seems that the adverbial relativizer use may have become more 
frequent in news writing during the 21st century.
Table 37 presents the overall picture of the distribution of all possible adverbial 
relativizers in the current data, and indicates that where, when, which and zero are 
the most frequent relativizers across the varieties in this function. According to Biber 
et al. (1999: 625), where is the most frequent adverbial relativizer in spoken and writ-
ten AmE and BrE. Biber et al. (ibid.) further mention that adverbial relative clauses 
formed by preposition + which occur typically in academic prose, while in other regis-
ters, for example, in news, they are infrequent. They (ibid.) report that in which is the 
most common combination of the preposition + which combinations in their news data. 
Conversely, in Tottie and Lehmann’s (1999: 144) BNC sample of press news and ap-
plied science, preposition + which is the most frequent adverbial relativizer, followed 
by zero, where, when, why and that in news, and by where, zero, when, why and that 
in applied science (for exact percentages see Tottie and Lehmann 1999: 144). In the 
current data preposition + which is frequent in adverbial relative clauses, especially 
in BrE, but where and when are the preferred options. 
121  Based on sample from Applied Science and Press in BNC.
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Table 37. Distribution of all adverbial relative clauses in news
HISSE
N=145
LSSE
N=155
IrE
N=56
BrE
N=88
% % % %
That 5.5 5.8 1.8 1.1
Zero 21.4 24.5 16.1 11.4
Which 15.9 7.7 17.9 21.6
Whose 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0
Where 36.6 37.4 33.9 33.0
When 19.3 21.9 28.6 31.8
Why 1.4 2.6 0.0 1.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
As table 37 indicates, variation is detected in the use of this feature. The distribution of 
adverbial relativizers is surprisingly similar between HISSE and LSSE on one hand, 
and between IrE and BrE, on the other. Where is the most frequent adverbial relativ-
izer across the data. In IrE and BrE it is followed by when, while in SSE news zero is 
more frequent than when. Zero is clearly more frequent in SSE in comparison to IrE 
and BrE, in which it is the fourth most frequent adverbial relativizer. On the other 
hand, which is clearly less common in LSSE in comparison to the other varieties. That 
is infrequent across the board (cf. Tottie and Lehmann 1999). However, it is somewhat 
more common in SSE in comparison to IrE and BrE. Why and whose are very rare. 
Statistically significant variation arises in the use of zero (LSSE vs. BrE, p = 0.0133122), 
which (LSSE vs. HISSE, p = 0.0286; LSSE vs. BrE, p = 0.0019; LSSE vs. IrE, p = 0.0338) 
and when (HISSE vs. BrE, p=0.0303). As already mentioned, this section is dedicated 
for where, when and why, and therefore the overall adverbial relativizer distribution 
and use in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses will be discussed in detail 
in sections 5.7.3 and 5.8.3.
5.6.1 Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive where, when and why
The distribution and functions of the adverbial relativizers where, when and why will 
be examined next. Figure 22 shows the distribution of these relativizers (for absolute 
numbers, see table 14 in Appendix A).
122  These differences between the varieties were analyzed with chi-square test without Yates correction.
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Figure 22. Distribution of the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Where is the most frequent of these three relativizers followed by when and why. When 
is nearly as frequent as where in IrE and BrE. Why is rare across the board, and com-
pletely absent from IrE news. It is possible that smaller sizes of the BrE corpus and 
ICE-Ireland contribute to the lower frequency and the absence of why in the current 
data.
Table 38. Distribution of restrictive (R) and non-restrictive (NR) where, when and why
Where When Why
R NR Total R NR Total R NR Total
Variety % % % % % % % % %
HISSE 49.1 50.9 100.0 35.7 64.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
LSSE 29.3 70.7 100.0 32.4 67.6 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
IrE 21.1 78.9 100.0 43.8 56.3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BrE 20.7 79.3 100.0 35.7 64.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Where and when occur most frequently in non-restrictive relative clauses, whereas 
why is used only as a restrictive relativizer. Although the majority of locative adverbial 
where instances occur in non-restrictive relative clauses, cross-variety variation in 
detected. In HISSE news restrictive and non-restrictive where are distributed nearly 
equally, while in the rest of the varieties non-restrictive where occurs in more than 
seventy per cent of the instances. The distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive 
where is almost identical in IrE and BrE. The higher frequency of proper noun an-
tecedents in the rest of the varieties in comparison to HISSE could explain the fre-
quency of non-restrictive where, but this is not, however, the case. In fact, HISSE has 
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the highest frequency of proper noun antecedents: 74.1%, followed by BrE (69.6%); 
LSSE (61.0%) and IrE (33.3%). These antecedents denote, for example, names of towns, 
countries and other localities (259). 
(259) Her parents later settled in Easter Ross where Mr MacDonald was a minis-
ter at Rosskeen Free Church. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
In the same manner as where, the time adverbial when is favoured in non-restrictive 
environments (260). In HISSE, LSSE and BrE two thirds of the occurrences are in 
non-restrictive relative clauses, and in IrE the percentage is slightly lower, 56 per cent. 
(260) The last time taxi plates were issued by the carriage office was in 1992 when 
100 new plates were distributed after a lottery was held among the 1,400 
qualifying applicants. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-013 Sunday 
Tribune)
The manner adverbial why is rare and occurs solely in restrictive relative clauses with 
the head noun reason (261). Why may also be omitted or replaced by that and zero. This 
feature will be elaborated on in section 5.7.3 . 
(261) “This was the reason why the application was refused last year.” (LSSE, Ayr 
Advertiser)
Prepositional complementation with adverbial relativizers is rare: where occurs once 
in HISSE with a pied-piped preposition (262), and once in IrE with a stranded prepo-
sition (263): 
(262) Hardy Mary has to thumb for lifts from passing motorists, but the road is 
so quiet in the early hours that by the time she gets picked up often she has 
nearly walked to Forres, 14 miles away, from where she can catch a bus to 
neighbouring Elgin. (HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
(263) Another six inch long wound on his stomach is not as deep, but the area is 
badly swollen and he has another inch deep wound on his front leg where 
the knife was stuck in. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news N\W2C-006 Belfast 
Telegraph 5)
When and why do not occur with pied-piped or stranded prepositions. With where and 
when the preposition may be part of the antecedent (see examples 264 and 265). This 
construction is also possible with the zero relativizer and it-cleft sentences. However, 
the use of this structure in it-cleft sentences has been used as an argument to separate 
the postmodifying clause in it-clefts from relative clauses (Quirk et al. 1985).
(264) They have written to staff at Cornton Vale Prison, where Reid is serving her 
sentence, asking them to intervene. (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
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(265) Ms Jamieson said: “It is unthinkable at a time when we are celebrating our 
culture and heritage that 2009 would herald the end of the Gaiety”. (LSSE, 
Ayr Advertiser)
It is worth noting that the punctuation of non-restrictive locative and time adverbial 
relative clauses is highly unreliable. Surprisingly many instances are realized without 
an overt marking, especially with when. 
Table 39. Non-punctuation of non-restrictive where and when
Where When
% %
HISSE 44.8 88.9
LSSE 51.2 56.5
IrE 60.0 66.7
BrE 30.4 61.1
Newspaper articles often refer to recent events, and it is usually clear for the reader 
when the event has taken place, and accordingly which particular day is referred 
to. Therefore, I have analysed instances such as examples (266) and (268) as non-
restrictive. Punctuation of non-restrictive when is overall scarce and typical instances 
include, for example, the omission of a comma after the names of the days of the week 
(266):
(266) Scores of lorries were stranded by Aviemore from just before 8.15am on 
Thursday when the Inverness-Perth road became blocked further north at 
the Slochd because of the wintry weather. (HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch 
Herald)
IrE news are most likely to omit punctuation with where, while in BrE seventy per 
cent of the instances are punctuated correctly. Typical instances include, for instance, 
place names (267):
(267) Then in 1845 Joseph took part in a great procession to the Burns monument 
in Alloway where he met the sons of the poet. (LSSE, Ayr Advertiser)
Similarly, days of the week are proper nouns (268) and they are followed by a non-
restrictive relative clause.  
(268) The drama started on Saturday morning when the smoke alarm activated at 
8. (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
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5.6.2 Definiteness of antecedents
In the uses of where and when, definite antecedents are favoured, while why occurs 
usually with an indefinite antecedent.
Table 40. Definiteness of antecedents with where, when and why
Where When Why
Def. Indef. Total Def. Indef. Total Def. Indef. Total
Variety % % % % % % % % %
HISSE 56.6 43.4 100.0 46.4 53.6 100.0 50.0 50.0 100.0
LSSE 74.1 25.9 100.0 58.8 41.2 100.0 25.0 75.0 100.0
IrE 68.4 31.6 100.0 56.3 43.8 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 79.3 20.7 100.0 53.6 46.4 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Where usually relativizes definite antecedents (269), but indefinite antecedents (270) 
are also frequent. 
(269) The group despatched Brian Chennell to this week’s meeting of Bute 
and Cowal area committee, where he had the opportunity to express con-
cerns about littering during school breaks to local councillors and Dunoon 
Grammar School head teacher Stewart Shaw. (HISSE, Dunoon Observer 
and Argyllshire Standard)
(270) “My father is 83 and he was in the police all his life and he says you now 
have a situation where the police pensioners are up in arms about it; that 
someone who has been convicted of a criminal activity has the audacity to 
go ahead with this.” (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
In comparison to where, the distribution of definite and indefinite (271) antecedents is 
more equally distributed with when. Definite antecedents (272) predominate, except 
in HISSE.
(271) The revelations were made at a time when community councillors are or-
ganising a public meeting with traders to discuss the future of town centre 
shopping in Galashiels following the arrival of Tesco and Asda’s new 24-
hour superstores. (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
(272) The A96 plans are back on the council’s agenda this week, when the plan-
ning, environment and development committee meets on Wednesday in 
Inverness. (LSSE, The Press and Journal)
Why occurs most frequently with the indefinite antecedent no reason (273) (in four 
out of seven instances):
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(273) “After all they have a huge support within the Gaelic community and I 
see no reason why this should not be recognised.” (HISSE, The Inverness 
Courier)
Table 41. Definiteness of antecedents of restrictive and non-restrictive where and when
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Where When Where When
Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef.
HISSE 23.1 76.9 40.0 60.0 88.9 11.1 50.0 50.0
LSSE 47.1 52.9 27.3 72.7 85.4 14.6 73.9 26.1
IrE 25.0 75.0 57.1 42.9 80.0 20.0 55.6 44.4
BrE 66.7 33.3 30.0 70.0 82.6 17.4 66.7 33.3
Restrictive where typically refers to indefinite antecedents in SSE and IrE, whereas in 
BrE definite antecedents are favoured. With non-restrictive where the clear majority 
of the antecedents are definite. In similar manner, restrictive when typically modifies 
indefinite antecedents, except in IrE, in which the majority of the antecedents are 
definite. Non-restrictive when, on the other hand, is typically preceded by a definite 
antecedent. In HISSE, however, definite and indefinite antecedents are evenly dis-
tributed between restrictive and non-restrictive where.
5.6.3 Adverbial relatives in quotations of direct speech vs. narrative
Where and when are more common in narrative in comparison to direct quotes of 
speech. Why, however, occurs only in quoted speech with one exception (in BrE). 
Cross-variety differences are again clear: the use of adverbial relatives in narrative 
is more frequent in IrE and BrE in comparison to SSE news.
Table 42. Distribution of where, when and why in quotations and narrative
Where When Why
Quote Narrative Quote Narrative Quote Narrative
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 30.2 69.8 35.7 64.3 100.0 0.0
LSSE 22.4 77.6 26.5 73.5 100.0 0.0
IrE 10.5 89.5 6.3 93.8 0.0 0.0
BrE 6.9 93.1 3.6 96.4 0.0 100.0
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Table 43. Restrictive and non-restrictive where and when in quoted speech (Q) and narrative (N)
Where When
Restrictive Non-restrictive Restrictive Non-restrictive
Q N Q N Q N Q N
Variety % % % % % % % %
HISSE 46.2 53.8 14.8 85.2 80.0 20.0 11.1 88.9
LSSE 41.2 58.8 14.6 85.4 72.7 27.3 4.3 95.7
IrE 0.0 100.0 13.3 86.7 14.3 85.7 0.0 100.0
BrE 33.3 66.7 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 5.6 94.4
Both restrictive and non-restrictive where are the most frequent relativizers in narra-
tive. Restrictive where is clearly more common in quotations in SSE in comparison to 
IrE and BrE. In contrast to IrE and BrE, in SSE restrictive when occurs predominantly 
in quotations. Conversely, the clear majority of non-restrictive when occurrences are 
found in narrative across the varieties.
This section has examined the functions of adverbial relativizers. Next, I will ana-
lyse the use of relativizers by their syntactic functions in restrictive relative clauses.
5.7 FU N C T I O N S O F R E L AT I V I Z E R S I N R E S T R I C T I V E R E L AT I V E 
C L AU S E S
This section examines the functions of relativizers in restrictive subject, object and 
adverbial relative clauses. The first two mentioned are the types of relative clauses 
that have received the main interest in previous studies, because they are the most 
frequently relativized positions in restrictive relative clauses. As mentioned in chap-
ter 3, restrictive relative clauses predominate in speech, which is the register that is 
often focussed on in studies on relativization. In order to provide the best possible 
comparison with the earlier findings, the breakdown of figures by syntactic function 
is provided here. Predicative complement function, which is exceedingly rare, will 
be discussed in section 5.9 along with other minor categories. Non-restrictive relative 
clauses will be analysed in section 5.8. 
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Figure 23. Distribution of syntactic functions in restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses 
across the data
Figure 23 confirms the frequency of subject and object functions in restrictive relative 
clauses, whereas subject and adverbial functions predominate in non-restrictive rela-
tive clauses.  In news, non-restrictive subject relative clauses are the most frequent 
type relativized. They are in close competition with restrictive subject relative clauses. 
Restrictive object relative clauses are the third most frequent type, but considerably 
less frequent than subject functions. Restrictive and non-restrictive adverbial relative 
clauses are somewhat common. Non-restrictive object and predicative complement 
functions are rare. In addition to being the most frequent, subject relative clauses of-
fer a wider selection of factors to investigate in comparison to adverbial relativizers, 
for example, the animacy distinction. 
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Figure 24. Distribution of syntactic functions of relativizers in restrictive relative clauses
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Figure 24 illustrates the distribution of syntactic functions of relativizers in restric-
tive relative clauses. The overall pattern in the studied varieties is identical: subject 
function predominates and is followed by object and adverbial functions. As already 
pointed out, predicative complementation is exceedingly rare. 
A rather explicit variation in the distribution of syntactic functions is detected be-
tween the varieties under study. Subject function is notably frequent in IrE in compar-
ison to the other varieties under scrutiny (Chi square test without Yates’ correction, 
IrE vs. HISSE p < 0.0001; IrE vs. LSSE p = 0.0022; IrE vs. BrE p = 0.0286). Conversely, 
adverbial function is infrequent in IrE (Chi square test without Yates’ correction: IrE 
vs. HISSE p = 0.0144; IrE vs. LSSE p = 0.0415; IrE vs. BrE p = 0.0423). The variation 
in the distribution of object function yields a result that is statistically significant 
between HISSE and IrE (Chi square test without Yates’ correction, p = 0.0063), but 
not between any other varieties. The following subsections (5.7.1–5.7.3) will discuss 
relativization in these functions in detail. Next, however, the overall distribution of 
relativizers in restrictive relative clauses will be investigated, in order to provide an 
overall picture of relativizer occurrence in this type of adnominal relative clauses.
The overall distribution of restrictive relative clauses
0.0%	  
5.0%	  
10.0%	  
15.0%	  
20.0%	  
25.0%	  
30.0%	  
35.0%	  
40.0%	  
that	   zero	   which	   who	   whom	   whose	   where	   when	   why	  
HISSE	  (N=481)	   LSSE	  (N=509)	   IrE	  (N=226)	   BrE	  (N=225)	  
Figure 25. Distribution of restrictive relativizers in HISSE, LSSE, IrE and BrE
Figure 25 shows remarkable variation in the distribution of restrictive relativizers 
across the board. The wh-relativizers are particularly common in IrE news. This re-
sult is in contrast to the earlier findings on spoken Northern IrE, in which the wh-
relativizers have been reported to be exceedingly rare, especially the variant who (cf. 
Tagliamonte et al. 2005). Also, in BrE who is the most frequent restrictive relativizer, 
whereas in SSE news that and zero predominate. Where and when are infrequent in 
comparison to other relativizers and whose, whom and why are rare.
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It is possible that the greater occurrence of that and zero in SSE news reflects the 
spoken usage. On the other hand, the current results confirm the earlier findings 
on the wh-relativizer use: which and who are more a feature of written than spoken 
Scots and ScE. The relativizer who accounts for over 20 per cent of the restrictive 
relativizer instances in both SSE varieties, whereas which is slightly less frequent. 
In Herrmann’s (2003, 2005) data the wh-relatives who and which together form 15 per 
cent of restrictive relativizers in Scottish speech (11% and 4%, respectively), whereas 
the corresponding figure in Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 86) is mere seven per cent (who 
6 per cent and which 1 per cent).
Table 44. Frequency of restrictive relative clauses in descending order (the adverbial relativ-
izers where, when and why excluded)
Scottish speech 
(Herrmann 2003; 
Tagliamonte et al. 2005)
LSSE 
news
HISSE 
news IrE news BrE news
AmE and 
BrE news 
(Biber et 
al. 1999)
ICE-Ghana 
news 
(Huber 
2014)
NZE re-
portage 
(Sigley 
1997)
that that zero who who which that which
zero zero that which that who who who
who who who zero zero that which zero
which which which that which zero zero that
Table 44 illustrates that the relativization strategy reported in Scottish speech, i.e. the 
predominance of that and zero, is neatly repeated in LSSE news, but not in news re-
portage in any other variety of English that has been studied regarding the use of this 
feature. The findings of the two studies on spoken Scots and ScE in table 44 have been 
combined, because the results are exactly the same. It must be noted though that stud-
ies contrasted here have applied different methods in their investigation of this feature. 
Biber et al. (1999) and Sigley (1997) included adverbial relativizers in their studies. In 
Tagliamonte et al. (2005.) adverbial relative clauses are not included at all, while they are 
part of Herrmann’s (2003) study, but not counted in the numerical investigation. However, 
if adverbial relatives would have been included in the relativizer count of studies con-
cerning Scots/ScE, the distribution of relativizers would have likely remained the same, 
because that and zero are common in speech and as adverbial relatives. Conversely, which 
is very infrequent in speech – therefore, its frequency might have increased just slightly, 
whereas who is not an adverbial relativizer. For these reason I argue that the overall 
distribution of relativizers in Scottish speech would have very likely stayed the same. 
In comparison to BrE and IrE, SSE news writing follows the spoken language conven-
tions more closely in its overall pattern of restrictive relavization. Identical distribution 
as in LSSE news has been reported for BrE spoken varieties in Ayr, Maryport, Wheatly 
Hill, York, London and Devon (Tagliamonte 2002: 153). Interestingly, the same result is 
detected in the speech of preadolescents in London (Levey 2006: 58). In Levey’s (op. cit.) 
data, however, what is the fourth most common relativizer followed by which. In spoken 
Ulster English, in which the data is distributed between that vs. the wh-relatives, that 
predominates (see Geisler 2002: 137). In like manner, Herrmann (2003: 107) reports the 
predominance of that and zero in restrictive relative clauses in six BrE dialects. By con-
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trast, Poussa (1994, cited in Tagliamonte 2002: 155) argues that southern BrE varieties are 
surprisingly “that-less”, which seems contradict findings for other spoken BrE dialects.
The current distribution of relativizers in restrictive relative clauses is surpris-
ingly divergent in comparison to English varieties outside the British Isles. For ex-
ample, in GHE news123 (Huber 2014), that predominates, and it is followed by who, 
which, zero and whose, while the relativizer whom is absent. On the other hand, the 
corresponding order for the combined figures for AmE and BrE news is which, who, 
that, zero, (where), whose, whom, (when and why) (see Biber et al. 1999: 610). Biber et al. 
(1999: 616) also provide a table in which the distribution of restrictive that and restric-
tive and non-restrictive which in AmE and BrE news are provided separately. In AmE 
news that is clearly more frequent than which, while in BrE news which is somewhat 
more frequent than that. In NZE news writing (Sigley 1997a) restrictive relativizers 
are distributed similarly as Biber et al.’s combined results for AmE and BrE, with the 
exception that zero is more frequent than that. In comparison to restrictive relative 
clauses in written New Englishes, that and which pattern the same way in SSE and BrE 
news as in NigE and PhilE, i.e. that is more frequent than which. Conversely, which is 
more frequent than that in JamE and SingE as it is in IrE (see Gut and Coronel 2012: 
229). On the other hand, in spoken New Englishes that is always more frequent than 
which as a restrictive relativizer. Gut (2011) reports that in spoken SJE that predomi-
nates and is followed by who, which, whom and whose (the exact number of zero was 
not calculated in this study). As seen here, the findings for spoken English and Scots 
varieties support the view that the overall use and frequency of restrictive relative 
clauses in LSSE news imitates spoken usages.
It is worth noting that American style guides advice writers to use that in restric-
tive relative clauses, while the use of which is reserved solely for non-restrictive rela-
tive clauses (see, e.g., Jacobson 1989: 150, Sigley 1997: 73–5). This directly contributes 
to the high frequency of restrictive that in written AmE. The effect of Americanization 
may also play a role in news writing, as it does in the case of GHE, which is largely 
based on the American model (Huber 2012). On the other hand, NZE follows predomi-
nantly the BrE model (Sigley 1997). The possible effects of Americanization and col-
loquialization on that use will be further discussed in chapter 6. Next, the relativizer 
functions in restrictive subject relative clauses will be examined.
5.7.1 Restrictive subject relative clauses
As noted, subject function is the largest category of functions in relative clauses and 
restrictive subject relatives form the second largest group of relatives in the present 
data. In like manner, subject function is the most relativized function in restrictive 
relative clauses in BrE speech (see, e.g., Tagliamonte et al. 2005; Levey 2006). Among 
the varieties in this study, IrE has the largest proportion of restrictive subject relative 
clauses, whereas HISSE has the lowest proportion (see figure 24 above).
123  ICE-GH Press Reports (W2C-001–020).
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Table 45. Distribution of relativizers in restrictive subject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
% % % %
That 30.9 35.1 16.1 34.1
Zero 1.6 0.7 0.0 0.0
Which 27.7 24.3 30.3 20.4
Who 39.0 37.8 53.6 44.7
Whose 0.8 2.1 0.0 0.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Who is the most frequent restrictive subject relativizer across the board. It is fol-
lowed by that and which in SSE and BrE, and vice versa in IrE. Whose and zero are 
rare in all the varieties. Whose is absent from IrE news, and zero occurs only in 
SSE. Prepositional complementation does not occur with this function. (Figure 1 in 
Appendix B illustrates the overall distribution). In comparison to written categories 
in NZE (see Sigley 1997a) the occurrence of that is remarkably high: the proportion of 
restrictive subject that in NZE is less than 5% across genres.
5.7.1.1 Types of antecedent
Animacy of antecedents
In SSE and BrE restrictive subject relativizers have usually inanimate antecedents, 
while in IrE human antecedents predominate (Fisher’s exact test: IrE vs. LSSE p = 
0.0259). The variation in the frequency of inanimate and human antecedents in IrE is 
not as great as in the rest of the varieties. Collective antecedents are quite common 
across the board, while animal antecedents are rare. (Absolute numbers are given in 
table 15 in Appendix A.)
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Figure 26. Restrictive subject relative clauses by animacy
Macaulay (1991: 64) observes “a tendency for restrictive relative clauses with a hu-
man antecedent to be subjects and for relative clauses with a nonhuman antecedent 
to be direct objects” in a dialect spoken in Ayr, in the Lowlands of Scotland. This is 
not true for written SSE, in which restrictive subject relative clauses typically refer to 
inanimate antecedents. Restrictive object relative clauses function the same way (see 
figure 27 below). IrE is the only variety in which restrictive subject relative clauses 
refer more frequently to human than inanimate antecedents. 
Table 46. Distribution of different animacy types by relativizer in restrictive subject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE
That Zero Which Who Whose That Zero Which Who Whose
Human 6.6 50.0 0.0 91.7 100.0 3.0 50.0 0.0 89.9 83.3
Inanimate 84.2 50.0 91.2 0.0 0.0 88.1 0.0 82.9 0.0 16.7
Collective 7.9 0.0 7.4 7.3 0.0 7.9 50.0 17.1 10.1 0.0
Animal 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ambiguous 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
IrE BrE
That Zero Which Who Whose That Zero Which Who Whose
Human 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.4 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 88.1 100.0
Inanimate 100.0 0.0 91.5 0.0 0.0 84.4 0.0 88.9 0.0 0.0
Collective 0.0 0.0 8.5 9.6 0.0 13.3 0.0 7.4 11.9 0.0
Animal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0
Ambiguous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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That is the most versatile relativizer with different animacy types in SSE news, and 
capable of relativizing human, inanimate, collective and animal antecedents. The 
least versatile relativizer in HISSE is whose, which occurs only with human anteced-
ents. In IrE all relativizers have near-categorical functions with particular anteced-
ent types: that is used only with inanimate antecedents, which occurs predominantly 
with inanimate and who with human antecedents. In BrE relativizers are distributed 
similarly as in IrE. However, in BrE that occurs also with human and collective ante-
cedents, and whose with human antecedents.
Table 47. Distribution of relativizers by animacy type in restrictive subject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Human Inanimate Collective Animal
% % % % % % % %
That 6.1 50.0 33.3 50.0 2.8 60.1 25.0 100.0
Zero 2.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 3.1 0.0
Which 0.0 48.4 27.8 0.0 0.0 39.2 37.5 0.0
Who 89.8 0.0 38.9 50.0 91.6 0.0 34.4 0.0
Whose 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.7 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
IrE BrE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Human Inanimate Collective Animal
% % % % % % % %
That 0.0 36.8 0.0 0.0 1.9 61.3 40.0 0.0
Zero 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Which 0.0 63.2 33.3 0.0 0.0 38.7 13.3 100.0
Who 100.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 96.3 0.0 46.7 0.0
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Human antecedents are near-categorically relativized by who (274), in IrE exclusively. 
(274) A motorist who witnessed the accident said: “As I approached the scene 
there was a trail of fire along the road as though someone was setting petrol 
on the road”. (HISSE, The Oban Times)
The most diversity in relativizer use with human antecedents is detected in SSE news, 
in which all relative markers occur, with the exception of which. Although that and 
zero are frequent in this function in spoken English and Scots, they are rare in news. 
The use of that is mainly confined to the use of the sequence of words people that (four 
out of five instances in HISSE and two out of three in LSSE):
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(275) “All the people that are spreading rumours need to settle down and grow 
up, accept that there have been difficulties and that people have been try-
ing to resolve them.” (HISSE, The Oban Times)
The same trend is observed by Jacobson (1989: 151) in AmE newspapers124, in which 
who is categorical, with one exceptional instance of that functioning as a personal 
subject relativizer in a quotation of direct speech. Sigley (1997b: 224) reports a simi-
lar trend in NZE, in which who is near-categorical in news reportage with human 
antecedents, while the use of that accounts for mere 0.8%. Therefore, the present data 
seems to behave in the same way as other written English varieties.
As discussed in chapter 3, that and zero are favoured over who as subject relativ-
izers with human antecedents in spoken Scots (Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 88–91). In 
Tagliamonte et al.’s data the more educated informants are more likely to use who than 
those with less education. The present results support the idea that educated writers 
and speakers promote the who usage. 
In educated spoken BrE who is nearly categorical at 91% (Quirk 1957, cited in Beal 
and Corrigan 2002: 129). Regarding spoken BrE dialects, who is preferred over that 
and zero with animate antecedents in dialects of Tyneside and Reading (Beal and 
Corrigan (ibid.)). The same applies to Tagliamonte’s (2002: 156) data on dialect spoken 
in York, whereas in the rest of the varieties in her data that predominates125. Likewise, 
speakers of Sheffield dialect prefer that over who with animate antecedents (see Beal 
and Corrigan 2005: 221). As between BrE dialects, variation exists between other 
English varieties. According to Huber (2012: 234), only who and that denote human 
antecedents in restrictive subject relative clauses in written GHE, the former being 
the predominant relativizer. In like manner, human antecedents are predominantly 
relativized by who, but also by that and which in spoken SJE (Gut 2011). The findings of 
these previous studies indicate that the relativization of human/animate antecedents 
is not uniform across spoken varieties regarding the that vs. wh- opposition, and many 
spoken varieties seem to have the same pattern as written English(es). 
Inanimate antecedents are relativized by that and which across the studied varie-
ties. They are in close contest in HISSE, that being slightly more common. In LSSE 
and BrE that relativizes the majority of the inanimate instances, while in IrE which 
is the predominant relativizer in this function. In comparison, in AmE newspapers 
that is used almost exclusively with inanimate antecedents, whereas which occurs 
only sporadically (Jacobson 1989: 151). On the other hand, in NZE news writing the 
wh-relatives (57.3%) predominate (Sigley 1997a). That is also common in NZE news 
and occurs in 42.7% of the instances. The analysis of the present findings indicate a 
rather wide variation in the uses of this feature across the investigated newspapers: 
LSSE and BrE resort towards the spoken and AmE usage, while IrE is clearly the most 
“formal” in its application of the wh-strategy and patterns the same way as NZE. 
124  The Washington Post (data from Biesenbach-Lucas 1986, reported by Jacobson 1989), The New York 
Times and The San Francisco Chronicle in 1986 (Jacobson 1989).
125  The other varieties Tagliamonte (2002) investigates are dialects spoken in Ayr, Maryport, Wheatley 
Hill, London and Devon.
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In comparison to written usage, in the three northern dialects investigated by 
Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 91) a restrictive subject relativizer which does not denote 
inanimate antecedents at all; only that and zero are found, whereas who is rare. In like 
manner, that is favoured over which in Tyneside and Reading, as well as in Quirk’s 
educated spoken BrE data (see Beal and Corrigan 2002: 130) as well as in all dialects in 
Tagliamonte’s (2002) study. The same applies to written GHE and spoken SJE (Huber 
2012; Gut 2011). Thus, relativization of inanimate antecedents in restrictive subject 
relative clauses seems to function alike across speech and writing in most English 
varieties.
In terms of relativization of collective antecedents, in IrE news they are typically 
relativized by who, and to a lesser extent by which, but unlike in other varieties, never 
by that. In like manner, HISSE and BrE news prefer who, followed by that and which. 
LSSE news have the broadest range of relatives available in this function, in descend-
ing order: which, who, that and zero. Conversely, in spoken Lowland Scots only that 
and zero relativize collective antecedents (Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 91). Antecedents 
denoting animals are rare in news and relativized by that, who and which. The only 
ambiguous antecedent (in HISSE) is relativized by which.
Definiteness
Antecedents are predominantly indefinite in restrictive subject relative clauses. 
Statistically significant variation with regard to the definiteness of antecedents is 
detected between HISSE vs. BrE (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.0242).
Table 48. Distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents by relativizer in restrictive subject 
relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef.
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 35.5 64.5 33.7 66.3 40.0 60.0 55.6 44.4
Which 30.9 69.1 27.1 72.9 38.3 61.7 29.6 70.4
Who 27.1 72.9 42.2 57.8 31.3 68.7 39.0 61.0
Whose 0.0 100.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Zero 75.0 25.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 31.3 68.7 35.1 64.9 34.8 65.2 43.2 56.8
Relativizers across the board function similarly and favour indefinite antecedents. 
However, some differences arise. For example, in SSE and IrE the majority of ante-
cedents with that are indefinite, whereas in BrE that is more common with definite 
antecedents. Which and who are used rather similarly across the varieties, and indefi-
nite antecedents predominate. The percentages indicate wide variation in the uses of 
whose and zero, but because their frequencies are low, no generalised conclusions can 
be drawn based on these results.
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Table 49. Distribution of relativizers by definiteness in restrictive subject relative clauses
Definite Indefinite
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
that 35.1 33.7 18.5 43.9 29.0 35.8 14.9 26.7
which 27.3 18.8 33.3 14.0 27.8 27.3 28.7 25.3
who 33.8 45.5 48.1 40.4 41.4 33.7 56.4 48.0
whose 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.8 1.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
zero 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.1 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Table 49 presents the distribution of relativizers by definiteness. That is the most 
frequently applied relativizer with definite antecedents in HISSE and BrE, while who 
predominates in LSSE and IrE. Who is the second most frequent relativizer in HISSE 
and BrE, that in LSSE and which in IrE. Regarding the relativizer distribution with 
indefinite antecedents, who is the most common in all varieties with the exception 
being LSSE, which favours that. In LSSE who and in IrE which is the second most com-
mon relativizer in this context, while in HISSE and BrE that is slightly more frequent 
than which.
5.7.1.2 Occurrence by text type
While the overall distribution of restrictive subject relativizers in quotations of direct 
speech and narrative is rather equally distributed in SSE news, in IrE and BrE the 
clear majority of relativizers occur in narrative. These findings yield results that are 
statistically extremely significant between SSE vs. IrE, and SSE vs. BrE (p < 0.0001).
Table 50. Distribution of quotations (Q) and narrative (N) by relativizer in restrictive subject 
relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Q N Q N Q N Q N
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 75.0 25.0 64.4 35.6 32.0 68.0 11.1 88.9
Which 30.9 69.1 38.6 61.4 19.1 80.9 0.0 100.0
Who 44.8 55.2 55.0 45.0 25.3 74.7 11.9 88.1
Whose 100.0 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Zero 100.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 51.6 48.4 53.5 46.5 24.5 75.5 9.1 90.9
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Although the majority of relativizers in SSE news occur in quotations, the overall 
distribution of relativizers in quotations and narrative is rather equal. Conversely, 
in IrE and BrE news the subject relativizers typically occur in narrative. In addition, 
SSE differs from IrE and BrE in its very frequent use of that in quotations. Who occurs 
in LSSE more frequently in quotations of direct speech than in narrative, whereas 
the figures are reversed in HISSE. In like manner, whose behaves in opposite ways 
in HISSE and LSSE: in the former it occurs always in quotations and in the latter 
predominantly in narrative. 
Table 51. Distribution of relativizers in quotations and narrative in restrictive subject relative 
clauses
Quotation Narrative
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 44.9 42.2 21.1 41.7 16.0 26.9 14.5 33.3
Zero 3.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
Which 16.5 17.5 23.7 0.0 39.5 32.1 32.5 22.5
Who 33.9 39.0 55.3 58.3 44.5 36.6 53.0 43.3
Whose 1.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
When distribution of different relativizers in quotations is examined, the results in-
dicate that that is the most frequent relativizer in this function in SSE, followed by 
who and which. On the other hand, in IrE and BrE who is the most frequent, being 
followed by which in IrE and that in BrE. Which does not occur in BrE quoted speech 
at all. Whose and zero occur in small frequencies only in SSE news. The distribution 
of relativizers in narrative is more uniform; who is the most frequent relativizer in all 
the varieties followed by which and that in SSE and IrE. In BrE that is more frequent 
than which. Whose occurs infrequently in LSSE and BrE, and the only occurrence of 
zero is found in LSSE.
In summary, the current findings regarding restrictive subject relative clauses 
are rather mixed. HISSE and LSSE tend to function alike. The overall distribution of 
relatives in this syntactic function as well as their distribution in quoted speech vs. 
narrative are the most distinguishing features in SSE in comparison to IrE and BrE. In 
addition, differences are detected between the varieties in the distribution of relativ-
izers with different antecedent types: IrE favours human antecedents in this function, 
whereas the rest of the varieties have more inanimate antecedents.  
5.7.2 Restrictive object relative clauses
Restrictive object relative clauses are the third largest group of relativizers in news. 
Figure 24 above illustrates that there is some fluctuation in the frequency of this 
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feature in the varieties under scrutiny. For example, it is explicitly more frequent in 
HISSE in comparison to IrE. Table 52 provides the distribution of relativizers (see 
also figure 2 in Appendix B). 
Table 52. Distribution of relativizers in restrictive object relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
% % % %
That 18.6 21.2 8.7 9.4
Zero 71.0 68.9 69.6 73.6
Which 9.7 8.3 21.7 15.1
Who 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.8 0.0 1.9
Whose 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
The relativizer is usually omitted in restrictive object function in news. The zero 
relativizer occurs approximately in two thirds of the instances, which is a similar 
result as in NZE (Sigley 1997b). In SSE news that is the second most frequent rela-
tivizer followed by which, whereas in IrE and BrE the order is reversed. Relativizers 
modifying human antecedents are rare: who and whose have one occurrence each 
and whom has two occurrences: one in LSSE and one in BrE. In comparison to spoken 
varieties, Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 88) show that in Scots zero is the predominant 
relativizer in restrictive nonsubject126 relative clauses, followed by that. In their data 
from Northwest England and Northern Ireland the order is reversed (ibid.). The cur-
rent results therefore show uniformity between LSSE and Scots, whereas IrE seems 
to behave in opposite ways in the two registers contrasted here.
Prepositional complementation is a fairly frequent feature with restrictive object 
relative clauses and occurs approximately in every tenth relative clause. 
Table 53. Prepositional complementation in restrictive object relative clauses (RORC)
RORC Prep. Compl. Pied-piping Stranding
Variety  N N % N % N %
HISSE 145 17 11.7 1 5.9 16 94.1
LSSE 132 20 15.2 5 25.0 15 75.0
IrE 46 6 13.0 0 0.0 6 100.0
BrE 53 5 9.4 3 60.0 2 40.0
126  Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 85) have excluded adverbial relatives from their study. 
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Stranding is the preferred option in SSE and the only option in IrE. In BrE pied-piping 
predominates. That and zero have always a stranded preposition, whereas all in-
stances of whom are pied-piped. All tokens of which are pied-piped in LSSE (276) and 
BrE, but stranded in IrE. In HISSE one third of the instances of which are pied-piped 
and two thirds are stranded (277). Table 16 in Appendix A provides percentages of the 
distribution of pied-piped and stranded prepositions by relativizer.
(276) However, the Governor hit back, and said: “I didn’t see much point blowing 
up the train before it hit the buffers because there was a long time in the 
intervening period in which we might be able to find a way for Northern 
Rock to survive”. (LSSE, The Herald)
(277) We have never asked for anything in our lives, but we are annoyed that we 
were asked to pay so much money for something that was supposed to be 
free and which we qualified for. (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
Table 54. Percentages of prepositional complementation by individual restrictive object rela-
tivizers
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
% % % %
That 14.8 3.6 0.0 20.0
Zero 9.7 15.4 12.5 2.6
Which 21.4 36.4 20.0 25.0
Whom 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
The frequency of prepositional complementation varies a great deal between differ-
ent relativizers as well as between the studied varieties (consider table 54). Whom 
occurs always with a preposition, whereas who and whose are never accompanied by 
a preposition, and therefore omitted from the table. That + preposition is frequent in 
BrE and HISSE, rare in LSSE and absent from IrE. Zero + preposition is rare in BrE, 
but moderately common in all the other varieties. Which + preposition is frequent 
across the data, and the most common in LSSE. 
5.7.2.1 Types of antecedent
Animacy of antecedents
Inanimate antecedents predominate with all relativizers in object function, and form 
approximately 90 per cent of the antecedents across the varieties (the exact percent-
ages are presented in table 17 in Appendix A). The exceptions are who, whose, and 
whom, all of which occur with either human or collective antecedents.
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Figure 27. Distribution of animacy types in restrictive object relative clauses
Table 55 provides the distribution of that and zero with different animacy types, be-
cause these two relatives show the most variation regarding the animacy choice. They 
both relativize all animacy types. The use of who, whom and whose is restricted to 
human and animate antecedents. Which occurs only once with a collective anteced-
ent (in IrE) across the data, whereas in all the rest of instances it modifies inanimate 
antecedents.
Table 55. Distribution of different animacy types by relativizer in restrictive that and zero ob-
ject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
that zero that zero that zero that zero
Human 3.7 3.9 0.0 9.9 0.0 15.6 0.0 10.3
Inanimate 92.6 96.1 96.4 86.8 100.0 84.4 100.0 84.6
Collective 3.7 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1
Animal 0.0 0.0 3.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
IrE and BrE show the most categorical use of relativizers: that relativizes only inani-
mate antecedents. In IrE the clear majority of zero and which occur with inanimate 
antecedents. Humans are relativized only by zero and collectives by which. Personal 
relativizers do not occur in IrE. On the other hand, in BrE which is categorical with 
inanimate antecedents, and whom with human antecedents. In contrast, in SSE news 
that and zero relativize a more wide-spread selection of antecedents: in HISSE that 
and in LSSE zero are used with all animacy types. Which, on the other hand, occurs 
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only with inanimate antecedents, whereas who and whose are used with human an-
tecedents and whom with collectives.
Overall, human antecedents (278) are infrequent compared to inanimate ante-
cedents, and therefore not often recipients of action in restrictive relative clauses. 
Collective (example 279) and animal antecedents are also rare. 
(278) Confusion about when Simon was last seen emerged this week as the young 
man Ø he was believed to have helped into his home, after leaving the bus 
taking about 20 people home from the Christmas Night dance in Daliburgh, 
said that it was actually two other passengers on the bus who had assisted 
him. (HISSE, West Highland Free Press)
(279) “Until we get to grips with tackling addictions and until we give our social 
work departments the staff Ø they need then more lives will continue to be 
blighted,” she said. (LSSE, The Herald)
In addition, example (278) neatly illustrates the avoidance of whom, which the writer 
may have considered too formal or clumsy, and therefore has omitted it.
The categories of “inanimate” and “human” are the most frequently relativized 
animacy types. Table 56 presents the breakdown of percentages of relativizers used 
with these two types. A corresponding table including collective and animal anteced-
ents is provided in Appendix A (table 18).
Table 56. Distribution of relativizers modifying human and inanimate antecedents in restric-
tive object relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Human Inanimate Human Inanimate Human Inanimate Human Inanimate
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 16.7 18.1 0.0 23.1 0.0 10.0 0.0 10.9
Zero 66.7 71.7 90.0 67.5 100.0 67.5 80.0 71.7
Which 0.0 10.1 0.0 9.4 0.0 22.5 0.0 17.4
Who 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0
Whose 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
The zero relativizer is favoured with all animacy types across the varieties. The only 
exception is the sole instance of collective antecedent in IrE, which is relativized by 
which. In SSE that is more frequent with inanimate antecedents than which, while in 
IrE and BrE the findings are reversed. These results are consistent with those on AmE 
news (Jacobson 1989: 151–2; see also Sigley (1997a: 474) reporting on earlier findings 
for AmE and BrE written genres including news reportage). Zero is used in AmE 
news with personal antecedents when the restrictive relativizer is in object func-
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tion, whereas zero and that compete when the antecedent is inanimate. In addition, 
which occurs occasionally with the latter. Inanimate antecedents occur in a similar 
frequency in BrE news as in NZE news (cf. Sigley 1997a: 474; 1997b: 226). However, 
the frequency of which is somewhat higher in BrE. One the other hand, inanimate an-
tecedents with that are clearly more common in SSE in comparison to NZE, in which 
the occurrence of that in this function is 11.9%.
In comparison to spoken BrE, the current data show fluctuation regarding the 
relativization of inanimate antecedents. This partly owes to the fact that the spoken 
varieties do not function in uniform either. For example, in Reading dialect zero is 
reported the most frequent relativizer in this function, whereas that predominates in 
Tyneside (Beal and Corrigan 2002). In educated spoken BrE, on the other hand, zero 
and that are distributed nearly evenly (Quirk 1957, cited in Beal and Corrigan 2002: 
130–1), whereas that and who (frequencies of zero not calculated) predominate in di-
rect object position in spoken SJE (Gut 2011).
On the other hand, spoken BrE varieties show uniformity in their preference of 
zero with animate antecedents (see Beal and Corrigan 2002). However, in educated 
spoken BrE zero, who and that have nearly the same amount of occurrences (Quirk 
1957, cited in Beal and Corrigan 2002: 130–1). Tagliamonte’s (2002) dialect data is 
not directly comparable with the current data, because in her study the syntactic 
category of non-subjects does not contain objects of phrasal verbs, indirect objects 
and genitives. Nevertheless, that and zero are more frequent than who with animate 
antecedents in all the varieties in her study, and with inanimate antecedents they are 
more frequent than which (Tagliamonte 2002: 157–8). Gut (op. cit.) reports that in SJE 
that is clearly more frequent than which in direct object position (frequencies of zero 
were not calculated).   
Hence, relativization of animate and inanimate antecedents in restrictive object 
relative clauses across speech and writing seems to pattern correspondingly: zero is 
favoured across registers, whereas that and the wh-relatives are used in a minority 
of instances.
Definiteness
The distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents by relative marker are pro-
vided in table 57. Definite antecedents predominate with restrictive object relativ-
izers across the varieties. Conversely, in restrictive subject relative clauses indefinite 
antecedents are more frequent.
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Table 57. Distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents by relativizer in restrictive object 
relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef.
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 70.4 29.6 57.1 42.9 75.0 25.0 80.0 20.0
Zero 62.1 37.9 57.1 42.9 62.5 37.5 64.1 35.9
Which 42.9 57.1 18.2 81.8 40.0 60.0 37.5 62.5
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Whose 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 62.1 37.9 53.0 47.0 58.7 41.3 60.4 39.6
In LSSE, the percentage of indefinite antecedents in restrictive object relative clauses 
is somewhat higher in comparison to the rest of the varieties. The figures indicate that 
that, zero and which are used more frequently with indefinite antecedents in LSSE in 
comparison to the other varieties in the study.
Table 58. Distribution of relativizers by definiteness in restrictive object relative clauses
Definite Indefinite
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 21.1 22.9 11.1 12.5 14.5 19.4 5.3 4.8
Zero 71.1 74.3 74.1 78.1 70.9 62.9 63.2 66.7
Which 6.7 2.9 14.8 9.4 14.5 14.5 31.6 23.8
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 4.8
Whose 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Table 58 provides the distribution of relativizers by the definiteness of antecedents. 
Zero is the most frequent relativizer with definite and indefinite antecedents in this 
context, followed by that and which in SSE. Which is favoured over that in IrE with 
both types of antecedent and in BrE with indefinite antecedents. Who and whom are 
used with indefinite antecedents in LSSE and BrE and whose with definite antecedents 
in HISSE.
5.7.2.2 Occurrence by text type
As with restrictive subject relative clauses, the majority of relativizers in SSE news 
are found in quoted speech. The results for IrE and BrE are reversed.
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Table 59. Distribution of quotations (Q) and narrative (N) by relativizer in restrictive object 
relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Q N Q N Q N Q N
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 66.7 33.3 85.7 14.3 25.0 75.0 20.0 80.0
Zero 68.0 32.0 64.8 35.2 37.5 62.5 23.1 76.9
Which 78.6 21.4 54.5 45.5 0.0 100.0 12.5 87.5
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Whose 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 69.0 31.0 68.2 31.8 28.3 71.7 22.6 77.4
As table 59 indicates, the studied varieties show great variation regarding the use of 
this feature. In SSE all relativizers, with the exception of who, are more frequent in 
quotations than in narrative, and vice versa in IrE and BrE (with the exception of the 
sole instance of whom, which occurs in quoted speech in BrE).
On the other hand, relativizers are distributed rather similarly across the varieties, 
when the relativizer distribution in each text type is investigated by variety, consider 
table 60.
Table 60. Distribution of relativizers in quotations and narrative in restrictive object relative 
clauses
Quotation Narrative
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 18.0 26.7 7.7 8.3 20.0 9.5 9.1 9.8
Zero 70.0 65.6 92.3 75.1 73.3 76.2 60.6 73.2
Which 11.0 6.7 0.0 8.3 6.7 11.9 30.3 17.1
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 1.1 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Because zero is the most frequent relativizer in this function, it predominates across 
the board. An interesting observation is that that is clearly more frequent in quotations 
in SSE and in narrative in HISSE in comparison to IrE and BrE. This usage pattern in 
SSE may again reflect influence from the spoken use.
In summary, there is less variation between the varieties in their relativization 
strategies in restrictive object function in comparison to restrictive subject function. 
This mainly contributes to the overall predominance of the zero relativizer in this 
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function. It is the prevailing relativizer with all antecedent types. Definite anteced-
ents are favoured across the varieties in this function. In the same way as with subject 
relatives, object relatives are favoured in SSE in quoted speech and in IrE and BrE 
in narrative.
5.7.3 Restrictive adverbial relative clauses
As already mentioned, the use of adverbial relative clauses is seldom investigated. 
In order to find out more about their functions, adverbial relative clauses will be 
analysed here. Figure 24 above shows that adverbial relativization is clearly less fre-
quent in IrE news in comparison to the rest of the varieties in the study. As for the 
distribution of relative markers in restrictive adverbial relative clauses, the results 
are mixed across the investigated data, see table 61 (for absolute numbers, see table 
19 in Appendix A). 
Table 61. Distribution of relativizers in restrictive adverbial relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
% % % %
That 9.1 10.5 4.0 2.5
Zero 35.2 44.2 36.0 25.0
Which 12.5 8.1 16.0 30.0
Where 29.5 19.8 16.0 15.0
When 11.4 12.8 28.0 25.0
Why 2.3 4.7 0.0 2.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
The zero relativizer is the most common restrictive adverbial relativizer in SSE and 
IrE, whereas in BrE which predominates. In HISSE, where is the second most common 
relativizer in this function, followed by which, when, that and why. The relativizers 
are distributed identically in the SSE varieties, with the exception that that is more 
frequent than which in LSSE and vice versa in HISSE. In IrE when is the second most 
frequent followed by which and where and that. In BrE, zero and when have an equal 
number of occurrences, followed by where, that and why. Where, when and why are 
often replaced by which + preposition, that and zero. 
The reason adverbial why may be replaced by zero or that. The antecedent reason + 
zero (280) occurs three times, and a collocation reason that (281) has the same amount 
of occurrences across the SSE data. Neither combination is found in IrE nor in BrE. 
(280) “The reason Ø they chose the Northern Meeting Park is its close proxim-
ity to the theatre and the availability of car parking.” (HISSE, Inverness 
Courier)
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(281) “The reason that I am calling for this report is that I want to get the pupils 
here to get the best service available.” (LSSE, The Press and Journal)
Why has altogether seven occurrences (2 in HISSE; 4 in LSSE and 1 in BrE), which 
makes the sequence reason why (282) slightly more frequent than the other options, 
even though the collocation reason why may be considered tautologous (Quirk et al. 
1985: 1254). In its use of this feature, the current data is in line with other English 
varieties: in NZE edited writing as well as in BrE and AmE news why is the most fre-
quent relativizer with the antecedent reason (Sigley 1997a: 279; Biber et al. 1999: 627).
(282) “This was the reason why the application was refused last year.” (LSSE, Ayr 
Advertiser)
Manner adverbials are exceptional among relative clauses, because they do not have 
a corresponding wh-adverbial relativizer in the same way as locative, temporal and 
reason adverbial clauses, which are relativized by where, when and why (see Biber et 
al. 1999: 629). The antecedent in manner adverbial clauses is typically the noun way. In 
BrE and AmE academic writing the antecedent way is typically relativized by in which, 
and sometimes by zero. Conversely, zero, that and which (without preposition) are the 
usual choices in speech (Biber et al. 1999: 628–9). In NZE edited writing “Ø is chosen 
by default”, while whereby and which occur both only once in this function (Sigley 
1997a: 279). In the present data, zero (283) is clearly the default option, in the similar 
manner as in NZE (Sigley op. cit.). It occurs in 33 instances of the overall number of 
41 instances. Both that (284) and in which (285) have only four hits across the data.
(283) “I’m very disappointed about the way Ø it was done.” (HISSE, Inverness 
Courier)
(284) “But, in practice, looking at the cases that are occurring in the Far East, 
they are people who are getting flu in the way that we normally get flu, 
through what we breathe.” (LSSE, The Scotsman)
(285) Liberal Democrats leader Cllr John Hammond said it was “sensible” to dis-
cuss ways in which residents could pay the tax quickly and easily. (ICE-
GB:W2C-009 #059:3)
The head noun manner (286) is also used in news, but it is very rare. It occurs only 
three times across the data, twice in BrE and once in LSSE, and is always relativized 
by in which.
(286) Mr Calcutt said in August that his terms of reference, strictly construed, 
would require him to limit himself to a consideration of the manner in 
which Mr Wallace’s case was presented at the hearing which took place 
before the Civil Service Appeal Board on 17 October 1975, and whether that 
resulted in an injustice. (ICE-GB:W2C-001 #012:1)
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Similarly as the uses of where, when and why clearly denote specific semantic features 
of their antecedents, other adverbial relativizers are frequent in particular semantic 
environments. For example, zero is favoured with manner (286 above) and time (287) 
adverbials (see also Quirk et al. 1985: 1256), that is common with time (288) and loca-
tive (289) adverbials (typically in it-cleft constructions), whereas preposition + which 
modifies various antecedents including locations and events (290).
(287) The solicitor added that this was the first time Ø any member of her client’s 
family was in trouble. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-015 Kilkenny 
People)
(288) “This is the fourth day in the last three months that I haven’t been able 
to trade because of flooding.” (HISSE, Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire 
Standard)
(289) And the expert warned that it was not just well off the beaten track that 
there was a danger. (HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
(290) The ruck in which John Buckton was hurt took place with Dean Ryan more 
than 20 yards away. (ICE-GB:W2C-014 #128:5)
Prepositional complementation is a frequent feature in restrictive adverbial relative 
clauses (table 62). It is most commonly applied in BrE followed by IrE, HISSE and 
LSSE.
Table 62. Prepositional complementation in restrictive adverbial relative clauses
Total Prepositional 
complementation
Pied-piping Stranding
N N % N % N %
HISSE 88 16 18.2 10 62.5 6 37.5
LSSE 86 13 15.1 7 53.8 6 46.2
IrE 25 6 24.0 4 66.7 0 33.3
BrE 40 12 30.0 12 100.0 0 0.0
Prepositions are typically pied-piped, but stranding is also frequent. In BrE only pied-
piping occurs. Stranded prepositions are frequent in the rest of the studied varieties. 
Which has always a pied-piped preposition, with one exception of stranding in HISSE 
(291). 
(291) This anomaly, which clearly puts Dunoon at a disadvantage, was justified 
by an Argyll and Bute Council spokesperson, who said: “We have specific 
car parks which we charge all year round for and others which are just from 
April until October”. (HISSE, Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard)
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As table 62 indicates, all instances of which in adverbial relative clauses are accompa-
nied with a preposition. Conversely, the uses of that and zero do not rely as heavily on 
prepositions. In HISSE a quarter and in LSSE approximately every tenth instance of 
that occur with a preposition, whereas this feature is completely absent from IrE and 
BrE. Zero does not occur with prepositions in BrE, while in IrE nearly a quarter of the 
instances do. The frequency is lower in SSE, approximately every tenth instance. For 
percentages, see table 20 in Appendix A.
 
5.7.3.1 Types of antecedent
Adverbial relatives in LSSE, BrE and IrE occur only with inanimate antecedents. 
Similarly, in HISSE nearly all the antecedents are inanimate, with the exception of 
one human (292) and one collective antecedent (293). The sole instance of a human 
antecedent occurs with a prepositional phrase with a position adjunct. According to 
Quirk et al. (1985: 516), “[p]osition in relation to animates (especially persons) may be 
expressed by prepositional phrases introduced by with”.
(292) “What if the person Ø she left the woman with had been someone dodgy?” 
(HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
The semantic role of the collective antecedent in the example (293) is that of a recipi-
ent (see Quirk et al. 1985: 696–8):
(293) “Many of the groups that we have awarded funding to are working with 
some of the most marginalised groups in Scotland and are successful be-
cause they listen to and work together with those that they are trying to 
help.” (HISSE, Stornoway Gazette)
Definiteness
The distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents is rather similar with most 
relative markers across the investigated data.
Table 63. Distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents by relativizer in restrictive adver-
bial relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef.
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 87.5 12.5 77.8 22.2 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Zero 87.1 12.9 76.3 23.7 88.9 11.1 100.0 0.0
Which 36.4 63.6 42.9 57.1 25.0 75.0 58.3 41.7
Where 23.1 76.9 47.1 52.9 25.0 75.0 66.7 33.3
When 40.0 60.0 27.3 72.7 57.1 42.9 30.0 70.0
Why 50.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Total 55.7 44.3 59.3 40.7 60.0 40.0 62.5 37.5
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As table 63 shows that and zero refer predominantly to definite antecedents. In ad-
dition to this, when in IrE, and which and where in BrE favour definite antecedents. 
Conversely, in SSE which, where and when favour indefinite antecedents in SSE.
On the other hand, when the relativizer distribution is investigated by definite-
ness, the results are mixed, especially with indefinite antecedents.
Table 64. Distribution of restrictive adverbial relativizers by definiteness
Definite Indefinite
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 14.3 13.7 6.7 4.0 2.6 5.7 0.0 0.0
Zero 55.1 56.9 53.3 40.0 10.3 25.7 10.0 0.0
Which 8.2 5.9 6.7 28.0 17.9 11.4 30.0 33.3
Where 12.2 15.7 6.7 16.0 51.3 25.7 30.0 13.3
When 8.2 5.9 26.7 12.0 15.4 22.9 30.0 46.7
Why 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 8.6 0.0 6.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
The majority of definite antecedents are relativized by zero, followed by that in HISSE, 
where in LSSE, when in IrE and which in BrE. With respect to the distribution of rela-
tive markers with indefinite antecedents, cross-variety variation regarding the rela-
tivizer distribution is more wide-spread. The distribution of individual relativizers 
is surprisingly uniform in IrE, in which relativizers which, where and when have the 
same amount of occurrences. Zero and where have an equal number of occurrences 
in LSSE, and are followed closely by when. The frequency of relative markers varies 
more distinctly in HISSE and BrE. In the former, where relativizes half of the rela-
tive clauses, whereas in the latter nearly half of the relative clauses are relativized 
by when.
5.7.3.2 Occurrence by text type
Quotations of direct speech and narrative
The percentages of the occurrence of each relativizer in quotations and narrative are 
provided in table 65.
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Table 65. Distribution of quotations (Q) and narrative (N) by relativizer in restrictive adverbial 
relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Q N Q N Q N Q N
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 75.0 25.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Zero 77.4 22.6 52.6 47.4 55.6 44.4 40.0 60.0
Which 63.6 36.4 71.4 28.6 25.0 75.0 16.7 83.3
Where 46.2 53.8 41.2 58.8 0.0 100.0 33.3 66.7
When 80.0 20.0 72.7 27.3 14.3 85.7 0.0 100.0
Why 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Total 67.0 33.0 58.1 41.9 28.0 72.0 20.0 80.0
In SSE all restrictive adverbial relativizers with the exception of where are more fre-
quent in quotations of direct speech in comparison to narrative. Conversely, in BrE all 
and in IrE all relativizers with the exception of zero, are more frequent in narrative 
in comparison to quoted speech.
Table 66. Distribution of restrictive adverbial relativizers in quotation of direct speech and 
narrative
Quotation Narrative
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 10.2 12.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 8.3 5.6 3.1
Zero 40.7 40.0 71.4 50.0 24.1 50.0 22.2 18.8
Which 11.9 10.0 14.3 25.0 13.8 5.6 16.7 31.3
Where 20.3 14.0 0.0 25.0 48.3 27.8 22.2 12.5
When 13.6 16.0 14.3 0.0 6.9 8.3 33.3 31.3
Why 3.4 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Zero is the most frequent relativizer in quotations across the varieties. Where and 
which are the second most frequent relativizers in BrE, and when and which in IrE. In 
HISSE zero is followed by where, when, which, that and why, whereas in LSSE zero is 
followed by when, where, that, which and why. There is variation between the varieties 
in the distribution of relative markers in narrative: zero predominates in LSSE, where 
in HISSE, when in IrE and which and when in BrE.
In summary, the varieties under study function in many ways alike in their use 
of this feature. One of the major differences is detected in the frequency of adverbial 
relativization in comparison to other syntactic functions in restrictive relative clauses: 
in IrE news writing adverbial relativization is not as frequent as in SSE and BrE. A 
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factor that again shows wide variation is the text type in which the relativizers occur: 
in SSE news adverbial relativization typically takes place in quotations, whereas in 
IrE and BrE the majority of relativizers occur in narrative. This is the same result as 
for subject and object functions. The semantic environments of locative, temporal and 
reason adverbials are similar as described in grammars (Quirk et al. 1985; Biber et al. 
1999). In addition, the varieties show some differences regarding the distribution of 
restrictive adverbial relative markers with indefinite antecedents.  
5. 8 FU N C T I O N S O F N O N - R E S T R I C T I V E R E L AT I V E C L AU S E S
The functions of non-restrictive relative clauses have been described in grammars, 
but their use in English varieties, including ScE, has not been investigated in any 
great detail. The main reasons are first, that non-restrictive relative clauses are infre-
quent in dialectal speech. Secondly, the choice among relativizers in non-restrictive 
relative clauses is largely restricted to the wh-relativizers, which make them somehow 
less appealing for researchers (see, e.g., Ball 1996; Herrmann 2003, 2005; Geisler 2002, 
Beal and Corrigan 2002). As discussed above, researchers have argued that the inclu-
sion of non-restrictive relative clauses would skew the results, because this would 
increase the number of the wh-relatives and lower the numbers of that and zero in the 
data. This also explains the importance of investigating these two types of adnomi-
nal relative clauses in isolation (see, e.g., Beal and Corrigan 2002; Tagliamonte 2002; 
Tagliamonte et al. 2005). Because of the obvious lack of research of this function in 
BrE varieties, one of the purposes of this study is to describe the use of non-restrictive 
relative clauses in the same way as that of restrictive relative clauses. Although, for 
example, Biber et al. (1999), Geisler (2002), Herrmann (2003) and Gut and Coronel 
(2012) have investigated the frequency and distribution of non-restrictive relative 
clauses to some extent, they do not provide explicit information about their functions 
in different syntactic environments. Sigley (1997a), however, makes an exception in 
his study on NZE and examines non-restrictive relative clauses by syntactic function. 
Herrmann (op. cit), on the other hand, has been able to show that this feature is not 
as uncommon in speech as earlier claimed. 
Non-restrictive subject relative clauses form the largest group of relativizers when 
relative markers are divided according to restrictiveness and syntactic functions. 
Non-restrictive object and adverbial functions, however, are less frequent in com-
parison to their corresponding restrictive functions. Non-restrictive relativizers will 
be discussed in the following subsections in the similar manner as restrictive relative 
clauses. Because non-restrictive predicative complements are exceedingly rare, they 
will be dealt with in section 5.9 among other minor categories.
In this section I will first provide the distribution of syntactic functions (consider 
figure 28), after which the overall distribution of non-restrictive relativizers is pre-
sented. The relativizer functions in non-restrictive subject relative clauses are ana-
lysed in subsection 5.8.1. Subsection 5.8.2 examines object functions and subsection 
5.8.3 adverbial functions.
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Figure 28. Distribution of syntactic functions in non-restrictive relative clauses
Syntactic functions in non-restrictive relative clauses are distributed more evenly 
between the varieties in comparison to restrictive relative clauses. As with restrictive 
relative clauses, subject function predominates and is relativized in approximately 
four fifths of the non-restrictive clauses in HISSE and IrE, whereas it is nearly ten 
percentage points less frequent in BrE. This finding yields a result that is statisti-
cally significant between HISSE vs. BrE (Chi square test without Yates’ correction p = 
0.0077). Object function is infrequent, and predicative complements are nearly absent: 
only two occurrences across the data. Adverbial function is common across the board, 
and the variation between HISSE and BrE proves statistically significant (Chi square 
test without Yates’ correction p = 0.0095).
Figure 29 presents the overall distribution of relativizers in non-restrictive rela-
tive clauses. As expected, the wh-relativizers which and who predominate in this type. 
Whose and that are somewhat common, whom is rare and zero does not exist.
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Figure 29. Distribution of non-restrictive relativizers in HISSE, LSSE, IrE and BrE
The relativizer which predominates in all the studied varieties. However, in IrE who 
has nearly an identical amount of occurrences. In the rest of the varieties who is 
clearly less frequent than which. Whose is overall infrequent. It is the most common 
in IrE and BrE, whereas that occurs the most frequently in BrE. Where and when are 
comparatively common and more frequent than that. Whom is rare, whereas zero and 
why are completely absent from non-restrictive relative clauses.
In like manner, in Scottish speech which is the most frequent non-restrictive rela-
tivizer, followed by who, that, zero and whom (see Herrmann 2003: 107). This order is 
repeated again in LSSE, with the exception that zero is absent and its place is taken 
by whose (see table 67). This frequency order is repeated in BrE news, while in HISSE 
and IrE whose is more frequent than that. 
Table 67. Distribution of non-restrictive relative clauses in Scottish speech (in Herrmann 
2003/2005) and in news, excluding the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Scottish speech LSSE news HISSE news IrE news BrE news
which which which which which
who who who who who
that that whose whose that
zero whose that that whose
whom whom whom whom whom
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The distribution of non-restrictive relativizers in speech and writing is surprisingly 
similar, keeping in mind that earlier studies have stressed the rarity of non-restric-
tive relative clauses and the wh-relativizers in spoken Scots and ScE. In addition to 
Herrmann’s study, this feature has been investigated in Ulster English (Geisler 2002) 
and SJE (Gut 2011). Ulster English shows remarkable similarities with IrE news data; 
the wh- pronouns predominate with both animate and inanimate antecedents, being 
followed by that (zero was not studied) (see Geisler 2002: 137). Distribution of relativ-
izers in spoken SJE deviates from the varieties listed in table 67; who predominates as 
a non-restrictive relativizer and is followed by which, that, whom and whose (Gut 2011). 
5.8.1 Non-restrictive subject relative clauses
As already noted, non-restrictive subject is the most relativized function in the cur-
rent data. Table 68 shows that which is the most frequent non-restrictive subject rela-
tivizer in SSE and BrE (294), while who predominates in IrE (295). Who ranks the 
second highest in HISSE and BrE and is followed by whose, that and whom. In LSSE 
that is somewhat more frequent than whose. In IrE which is the second most frequent 
relativizer followed by whose, that and whom. That, whom and whose have low frequen-
cies across the investigated newspapers.
Table 68. Distribution of relativizers in non-restrictive subject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
% % % %
That 3.0 3.5 2.7 6.3
Which 52.4 50.5 43.2 53.5
Who 39.9 42.9 47.3 33.3
Whom 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.0
Whose 3.9 2.1 6.1 6.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(294) Scottish Water says that the result of the blockage was damage to two 
pumping stations in Pier Road and Main Street, which take waste water to 
the Inveraray waste water treatment works. (HISSE, Dunoon Observer and 
Argyllshire Standard)
(295) Another neighbour, who didn’t wish to be named, said she had seen the 
man in the area on previous occasions. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news N\
W2C-001 Belfast telegraph 1)
Non-punctuation of non-restrictive subject relative clauses is similar across the va-
rieties. In HISSE 34.2%, LSSE 33.2% and in IrE 38.5% of the instances are punctuated 
incorrectly. The corresponding figure is lower in BrE at 24.5%. Relative clauses that 
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provide additional information about the antecedent (296) are the largest category 
that are not punctuated correctly (altogether 176 instances). This group is followed by 
proper nouns (67 instances) (297), referents that have been mentioned earlier in the 
context (39 instances) (298), and the group “other” (total of 25 instances), which con-
sists of the rest of the instances without overt marking, such as unique events (299).
(296) “The big danger now is loss of trust which can only damage the party in the 
long run.” (HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
(297) “He had a fiend [sic] named Watson Shaw who had a tailors shop in Ayr.” 
(LSSE, Ayr Advertiser)
(298) SPPA says it has been dealt a triple blow by the council who have decided 
to: scrap funding to SPPA, the organisation that offers a support service 
to voluntary sector management committees delivering pre-school educa-
tion; introduce rent payments for providers of pre-school education; and 
increase the pre-school session rates from £8 to £8.24. (LSSE, Dumfries and 
Galloway Standard)
(299) “We survived the departure of the US Navy which also took place during a 
time of recession.” (HISSE, Dunoon Observer and Argyllshire Standard)
Prepositional complementation is not a common feature in this environment: less 
than five per cent of the total number of non-restrictive subject relative clauses are 
complemented with a pied-piped preposition. It is used either with the relativizer 
which or whom. Most of the prepositions occur in partitive function (300) and only 
four occurrences, all in BrE, are possessive (301). Table 21 in Appendix A shows the 
absolute numbers and percentages of this feature.
(300) The presentation came as a welcome and unexpected surprise for the two 
ladies, both of whom were overwhelmed and, for once, almost speechless. 
(LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
(301) The Lord Chancellor, Lord Mackay, started the fashion last month at the 
Law Society’s conference in Glasgow when he failed to deliver his sched-
uled address, copies of which had been circulated in advance to journalists. 
(ICE-GB:W2C-006 #036:2)
5.8.1.1 Types of antecedent
As with restrictive subject relative clauses, both human and inanimate antecedents 
are common in this function. Collective antecedents are also frequent, whereas ante-
cedents denoting animals are extremely rare. 
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Figure 30. Animacy of antecedents in non-restrictive subject relative clauses
The frequency of inanimate antecedents correlates with the frequency of the relativ-
izer which. However, in IrE humans form half of the antecedents, a finding which is 
significantly different from the other varieties when tested with Fisher’s exact test 
(IrE vs. HISSE: p = 0.0278; IrE vs. LSSE p = 0.0318; IrE vs. BrE p = 0.0108). Overall, hu-
man antecedents are frequent across the varieties. Collectives are particularly com-
mon in BrE and comprise a quarter of all the antecedents (Fisher’s exact test: BrE vs. 
HISSE p = 0.0076; BrE vs. IrE p = 0.0066; Chi-square without Yates’ correction: BrE 
vs. LSSE p = 0.0454). 
The distribution of animacy functions by each relativizer is presented in table 69. 
That, which and whose are the most versatile relativizers in this function.
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Table 69. Distribution of antecedent types by relativizer in non-restrictive subject relative 
clauses
HISSE LSSE
that which who whom whose that which who whom whose
% % % % % % % % % %
Human 0.0 0.0 86.6 100.0 76.9 0.0 0.0 83.1 100.0 83.3
Inanimate 90.0 76.7 0.0 0.0 15.4 90.0 77.4 0.0 0.0 16.7
Collective 0.0 19.9 13.4 0.0 7.7 10.0 21.9 16.1 0.0 0.0
Animal 10.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.8 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
IrE BrE
that which who whom whose that which who whom whose
% % % % % % % % % %
Human 0.0 0.0 90.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 92.5 0.0 54.5
Inanimate 100.0 78.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 65.9 0.0 0.0 9.1
Collective 0.0 20.3 10.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 34.1 7.5 0.0 36.4
Animal 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
That and which take inanimate, collective and animal antecedents, while whose re-
fers to human, inanimate and collective head nouns. That and which predominate 
with inanimate antecedents in all the varieties. In addition, which is common with 
collective antecedents, especially in BrE. Who relativizes only human and collective 
antecedents, while whom refers only to humans. In comparison to restrictive subject 
relative clauses, the distribution of individual relativizers is similar. The only excep-
tion is that in restrictive subject function that is used also with human antecedents, 
although the number of these occurrences is low. 
In table 70, the distribution of relativizers by the type of animacy is investigated. 
Human antecedents are always relativized by personal relativizers who, whom and 
whose, of which who predominates. Across the varieties, 90% of the inanimate an-
tecedents are relativized by which, followed by that and the very infrequent whose. 
Which is common with collective antecedents relativizing over 60 per cent of the in-
stances across the data. Who is frequent with collectives in SSE and IrE, and accounts 
for one third of the instances. In BrE that, who and whose relativize collectives nearly 
with an equal frequency. Animal antecedents are relativized predominantly by which, 
and also by that and who.
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Table 70. Distribution of relativizers by the animacy type in non-restrictive subject relative 
clauses
HISSE LSSE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Human Inanimate Collective Animal
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 0.0 6.2 0.0 16.7 0.0 7.3 1.9 0.0
Which 0.0 92.5 64.8 83.3 0.0 91.9 60.4 50.0
Who 89.9 0.0 33.3 0.0 92.8 0.0 37.7 50.0
Whom 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 7.8 1.4 1.9 0.0 4.5 0.8 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
IrE BrE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Human Inanimate Collective Animal
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 11.9 0.0
Which 0.0 92.6 65.0 100.0 0.0 90.3 69.0 0.0
Who 86.3 0.0 35.0 0.0 89.1 0.0 9.5 0.0
Whom 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 12.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 1.6 9.5 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
These findings are in line with those reported for AmE news writing, NZE edited 
writing and spoken SJE, in all of which who is near-categorical with personal ante-
cedents and which with inanimate antecedents (Jacobson 1989; Sigley 1997a; Gut 2011). 
Whose is categorical with animate genitive antecedents in NZE (Sigley 1997a: 273). 
That is infrequent as a subject in non-restrictive relative clauses in SJE, as it is in the 
current data, and it is preferred with inanimate antecedents (Gut 2011).
Definiteness of antecedents
With regard to the definiteness of antecedents, the studied varieties show explicit uni-
formity: in approximately 70 per cent of the instances non-restrictive subject relative 
clauses take a definite antecedent:
178
69.6	  %	   71.6	  %	   73.0	  %	   73.6	  %	  
30.4	  %	   28.4	  %	   27.0	  %	   26.4	  %	  
0.0	  %	  
10.0	  %	  
20.0	  %	  
30.0	  %	  
40.0	  %	  
50.0	  %	  
60.0	  %	  
70.0	  %	  
80.0	  %	  
90.0	  %	  
100.0	  %	  
HISSE	   LSSE	   IrE	   BrE	  
DEFINITE	   INDEFINITE	  
Figure 31. Definiteness of antecedents in non-restrictive subject relative clauses
Table 71. Distribution of definite and indefinite antecedents by relativizer in non-restrictive 
subject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef.
% % % % % % % %
That 20.0 80.0 40.0 60.0 25.0 75.0 40.0 60.0
Which 60.8 39.2 68.5 31.5 62.5 37.5 69.4 30.6
Who 83.6 16.4 78.2 21.8 82.9 17.1 83.0 17.0
Whom 33.3 66.7 66.7 33.3 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 92.3 7.7 66.7 33.3 100.0 0.0 90.9 9.1
Total 69.6 30.4 71.6 28.4 73.0 27.0 73.6 26.4
That is the only relativizer which predominantly refers to indefinite antecedents in 
all the studied varieties. Which, who and whose favour definite antecedents across the 
varieties, while whom is typically used with indefinite antecedents in HISSE and IrE, 
and definite antecedents in LSSE.
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Table 72. Distribution of relativizers by definiteness in non-restrictive subject relative clauses
Definite Indefinite
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 0.9 1.9 0.9 3.4 7.8 7.3 7.5 14.3
Which 45.7 48.3 37.0 50.4 67.6 56.1 60.0 61.9
Who 47.9 46.9 53.7 37.6 21.6 32.9 30.0 21.4
Whom 0.4 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.2 2.5 0.0
Whose 5.1 1.9 8.3 8.5 1.0 2.4 0.0 2.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Table 72 shows the variation in the distribution of definite antecedents between the 
varieties: which is favoured in LSSE and BrE, followed by who. In HISSE and IrE the 
order is reversed. On the other hand, all varieties clearly favour which with indefi-
nite antecedents, followed by who and that. With both types, the proportion of that is 
highest in BrE.
5.8.1.2 Occurrence by text type
Quotations of direct speech and narrative
Relativization in quoted speech is clearly less frequent in non-restrictive subject rela-
tive clauses compared to restrictive relative clauses. Approximately one fifth of the 
non-restrictive subject relative clauses in SSE occur in quotations of direct speech. 
On the other hand, in IrE and BrE news the figure is considerably smaller: three and 
two per cent, respectively.
Table 73. Percentages of quotations of direct speech (Q) vs. narrative (N) by relativizer in non-
restrictive subject relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Q N Q N Q N Q N
% % % % % % % %
That 60.0 40.0 30.0 70.0 0.0 100.0 10.0 90.0
Which 26.1 73.9 19.2 80.8 6.3 93.8 2.4 97.6
Who 11.2 88.8 14.5 85.5 1.4 98.6 0.0 100.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 0.0 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Total 19.9 80.1 17.3 82.7 3.4 96.6 1.9 98.1
Relativizers are more frequent in narrative than in quoted speech across the board. 
The only exception is that in HISSE, which is more frequent in quotations.
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Table 74. Distribution of relativizers in quotations of direct speech and narrative in non-re-
strictive subject relative clauses
Quotation Narrative
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
That 9.0 6.0 0.0 33.3 1.5 2.9 2.8 5.8
Which 68.7 56.0 80.0 66.7 48.3 49.4 42.0 53.2
Who 22.4 36.0 20.0 0.0 44.2 44.4 48.3 34.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.3 0.7 0.0
Whose 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 2.1 6.3 7.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In direct quotes of speech which is favoured, followed by who in SSE and IrE. Who 
does not occur in BrE quotations at all. In narrative which is the favoured choice in 
SSE and BrE, and who in IrE. 
In sum, non-restrictive subject relative clauses are the largest category of relative 
clauses in news writing when categorised by syntactic function. The investigated va-
rieties show remarkable uniformity in their application of these relative clauses. The 
most significant differences between the varieties are attested in the distribution of 
animacy types: humans predominate in IrE, whereas in the rest of the varieties inani-
mate antecedents are typically relativized. Consequently, the relativizer who is clearly 
more common in IrE in comparison to the rest of the varieties. On the other hand, 
collective antecedents are explicitly the most frequent in BrE. It is also of interest that 
in SSE and IrE punctuation is omitted in approximately every third non-restrictive 
subject relative clause, whereas the same applies to every forth instance in BrE news. 
5.8.2 Non-restrictive object relative clauses
The overall frequencies of non-restrictive object relative clauses are low (cf. Gut 2011). 
There are only 14 occurrences in HISSE news, and the corresponding figure is 15 in 
LSSE, three in IrE and nine in BrE. Because these frequencies are low, no generalized 
conclusions can be drawn on the relativizer use in this function. 
The relativizer which is the favoured choice across the studied varieties. Also, that, 
who and whom occur, but they are rare: that occurs only three times (once in LSSE and 
twice in BrE), whom has one occurrence in IrE and BrE each, and who occurs only once 
(in the LSSE data). LSSE and BrE have the largest inventory of relativizers at their 
disposal in this function, while in HISSE only which is employed. For distribution of 
relativizers, see table 22 in Appendix A.
Punctuation of non-restrictive object relative clauses is even less reliable than 
that of non-restrictive subject relative clauses. In HISSE 50.0%, LSSE 73.3%, IrE 33.3% 
and BrE 44.4% of the instances are not indicated by overt punctuation. The largest 
group is those antecedents that provide additional information about the anteced-
181
ent (altogether 15 instances) (302), and the rest of the instances (i.e. seven cases) are 
variable, including, for example, antecedents that denote proper nouns and unique 
entities (303).
(302) “It is all very positive in that it represents a diversification into the value 
added area in the food processing sector which I was always very anxious 
to see promoted there and I very much welcome the culmination of this ef-
fort.” (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-020 Tipperary Star)
(303) ”At the moment I’m doing Latin which I love but I would probably have to 
give that up as well.” (ICE-GB:W2C-002 #022:1)
Prepositional complementation is common across the investigated newspapers. Which 
and whom are the only relativizers used in this structure. They both occur in BrE. In 
SSE only which and in IrE only whom are used in this function. Prepositions are usu-
ally pied-piped. Stranding occurs only twice (once in HISSE and once in LSSE), and 
both these cases involve the use of which. The percentages and absolute numbers are 
provided in table 23 in Appendix A.
5.8.2.1 Types of antecedent
Inanimate antecedents predominate in this function. Human (304) and animal ante-
cedents (305) are rare: there is only one instance of each in the present data, in LSSE 
and HISSE, respectively. Collective antecedents (306) are infrequent: HISSE, IrE and 
BrE have one occurrence each.
(304) One worker, who we agreed not to name, told us: “I don’t expect to have a job 
at Christmas - there isn’t any work”. (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
(305) The new home for the three serow will be with the park’s Japanese Macaque 
monkeys, with which they are familiar from their homeland. (HISSE, 
Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
(306) Last season, he was on loan to Swansea, for whom he played in the European 
Cup. (ICE-GB:W2C-014#28) 
Relative markers in this function refer near-categorically to specific animacy types. 
In HISSE, which is nearly always used with inanimate antecedents. In addition, which 
occurs once with a collective and once with an animal antecedent. In LSSE that and 
which occur only with inanimate antecedents. The single occurrence of who has a 
human antecedent in LSSE. In IrE which occurs only with inanimate antecedents and 
whom with collective antecedents. In BrE that and which are used with inanimate and 
whom with collective antecedents. 
In comparison to previous findings, in Jacobson’s (1989) AmE news data who and 
182
whom 127 are used with personal antecedents when the non-restrictive relativizer is 
in object function. On the other hand, which is used with inanimate antecedents, 
with one exceptional instance of that. According to Gut (2011), in spoken SJE human 
antecedents in direct object position are relativized by who and whom, and inanimate 
antecedents typically by which, but also by that.
In terms of the definiteness of antecedents, the overall findings show a slight pref-
erence for definite antecedents. However, as figure 32 illustrates, a clear cross-variety 
variation is detected:
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Figure 32. Definiteness of antecedents in non-restrictive object relative clauses
In IrE all antecedents are definite. In HISSE definite antecedents predominate, where-
as in LSSE and BrE indefinite antecedents are the favoured choice in this function. 
Because the relativizer which predominates in this environment, it also predominates 
with both definite and indefinite antecedents. The two instances of whom have defi-
nite antecedents. Conversely, that and who occur only with indefinite antecedents. 
127  It is unclear how many instances of who, if in fact any, occur as a non-restrictive object relativizer. 
Jacobson (1989: 151) has grouped who and whom together in his report, and does not provide exact figures 
of these relativizers.
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5.8.2.2 Occurrence by text type 
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Figure 33. Non-restrictive object relative clauses in quoted speech and narrative
The majority of relativizers (i.e. which) in HISSE occur in quotations of direct speech. 
Conversely, in all the other varieties two thirds of the relativizers occur in narrative. 
The sole instance of that in LSSE occurs in a quotation, while the two tokens of that in 
BrE occur in narrative. Whom in BrE occurs in quoted speech, whereas whom in IrE 
and who in LSSE occur in narrative.
In summary, non-restrictive object relative clauses are infrequent in the present 
data. They are typically relativized by which, whereas other relativizers in this func-
tion are rare. Inanimate, definite antecedents are preferred. The majority of non-
restrictive object relative clauses occur in narrative, apart from HISSE news, in which 
they are more common in quoted speech.
5.8.3 Non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses
As figure 28 above indicates, non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses are rather 
frequent across the board. They contribute to approximately 18% of the relativizer 
instances in the non-restrictive environment, and are clearly more frequent in news 
in comparison to non-restrictive object relative clauses. Where is the preferred rela-
tivizer in this function followed by when, which and whose.
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Figure 34. Distribution of relativizers in non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses
Where is used in approximately half of the instances in HISSE, IrE and BrE, while in 
LSSE it forms nearly 60 per cent of the occurrences. This difference between the vari-
eties does not, however, yield statistically significant result (Chi-square without Yates’ 
correction: LSSE vs. HISSE p = 0.1767; LSSE vs. IrE p = 0.3040; LSSE vs. BrE p = 0.2189). 
Likewise, when is frequent and occurs approximately in third of the instances. Which 
is frequent in all other varieties except in LSSE, and whose occurs only once (in IrE).
Non-punctuation of non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses is exceedingly com-
mon (noted also by Tottie and Lehmann 1999). Punctuation is usually omitted rela-
tive clauses which provide additional information about the antecedent (altogether 
in 55 instances), followed by proper nouns (44 instances) and other antecedents (six 
instances). The percentages of non-punctuation are the following: HISSE 61.5%, LSSE 
52.2%, IrE 54.8% and in BrE 41.7%.
Non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses relativized by which and whose are al-
ways complemented by a preposition. Only three instances have a stranded preposi-
tion (307) (one token in HISSE and two in LSSE), whereas the rest of the instances 
have a pied-piped preposition. With respect to the syntactic role, one instance is parti-
tive (in HISSE) and three are relative determinatives (two in HISSE and one in BrE). 
The sole instance of whose occurs with a pied-piped preposition in IrE (308). The 
distribution of different prepositions is varied in non-restrictive adverbial relative 
clauses. In occurs most frequently (7 out of 31 occurrences), at and for both occur 4 
times, and under and from have 3 occurrences. Other prepositions used in this struc-
ture are by, into, of, through, inside, during, after and on.
(307) It wasn’t appopriate [sic] for their son’s conditions, so, with the help from 
Ayrshire Housing and the Scottish Government, they had a new specially 
designed home built which they moved into in May last year. (LSSE, Ayr 
Advertiser)
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(308) The couple, who had lived in the area for 22 years - and on whose wall the 
RHC daubed ”RHC. We will be back. UVF” – were today staying with rela-
tives and too upset to talk to reporters. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news N\
W2C-002 Belfast Telegraph 2)
The preposition use with the adverbial relatives where (309) and when (310) is real-
ized with a preposition being “contained” by the antecedent similarly as in it-cleft 
sentences (see section 5.9.3).
(309) Her parents later settled in Easter Ross where Mr MacDonald was a minis-
ter at Rosskeen Free Church. (HISSE, Ross-shire Journal)
(310) A man had to be rescued from his flat at 17 Albyn Court early on Saturday 
morning when he apparantly [sic] fell asleep after turning on a cooker. 
(HISSE, The Inverness Courier)
5.8.3.1 Types of antecedent
Predictably, nearly all antecedents in this function are inanimate. The only excep-
tions are two collective antecedents in IrE (see example 308 above) and two animal 
antecedents in HISSE (311). In LSSE and BrE all antecedents are inanimate. 
(311) Also coming soon will be one male and two female Bactrian camels, for 
which a squadron of Royal Engineers completed an enclosure and camel 
house last year. (HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
Which is the most versatile relativizer in this function, and refers to inanimate, animal 
and collective antecedents. The sole instance of whose refers to a collective anteced-
ent, while where and when denote inanimate antecedents.
In terms of definiteness, the clear majority of the antecedents are definite. Less 
than 40 per cent of the antecedents refer to an indefinite antecedent. Table 75 shows 
that minor variation exists between the varieties. The frequency of definite ante-
cedents is highest in LSSE, whereas indefinite antecedents are the most common in 
HISSE.
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Table 75. Distribution of relativizers by definiteness in non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses
HISSE (N=57) LSSE (N=69) IrE (N=31) BrE (N=48)
Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef. Def. Indef.
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
Which 25.0 75.0 20.0 80.0 33.3 66.7 42.9 57.1
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Where 88.9 11.1 85.4 14.6 80.0 20.0 82.6 17.4
When 50.0 50.0 73.9 26.1 55.6 44.4 66.7 33.3
Total 63.2 36.8 76.8 23.2 64.5 35.5 70.8 29.2
When and where typically have a definite antecedent, whereas which has usually an 
indefinite antecedent. The sole instance of whose relativizes a definite antecedent.
Table 76. Distribution of non-restrictive adverbial relativizers by definiteness
Definite Indefinite
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
Which 8.3 1.9 10.0 8.8 42.9 25.0 36.4 28.6
Whose 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Where 66.7 66.0 60.0 55.9 14.2 37.5 27.2 28.6
When 25.0 32.1 25.0 35.3 42.9 37.5 36.4 42.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Where forms the largest group of relativizers with definite antecedents, followed by 
when, which and whose. On the other hand, indefinite antecedents are usually relativ-
ized by when and which, and they are distributed evenly in HISSE and IrE. Where is 
also frequent in this context. Where and when have the same amount of occurrences 
in LSSE. In BrE, indefinite antecedents are usually relativized by when, followed by 
which and where, which are distributed evenly.
5.8.3.2 Occurrence by text type
Non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses are clearly favoured in narrative, also in 
SSE news, which typically have more relativizers in quoted speech than in narrative. 
Adverbial relativizers are rather infrequent in quotations of direct speech.
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Table 77. Percentages of quoted speech vs. narrative in non-restrictive adverbial relative 
clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Quote Narrative Quote Narrative Quote Narrative Quote Narrative
% % % % % % % %
Which 25.0 75.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Where 14.8 85.2 14.6 85.4 13.3 86.7 0.0 100.0
When 11.1 88.9 4.3 95.7 0.0 100.0 5.6 94.4
Total 15.8 84.2 10.1 89.9 6.5 93.5 2.1 97.9
The distribution of relativizers in narrative is much more diverse in comparison to 
quoted speech:
Table 78. Distribution of relativizers in quoted speech and narrative in non-restrictive adver-
bial relative clauses
Quotation Narrative
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer % % % % % % % %
Which 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.8 8.1 20.7 14.9
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0
Where 44.5 85.7 100.0 0.0 47.9 56.4 44.8 48.9
When 22.2 14.3 0.0 100.0 33.3 35.5 31.0 36.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
HISSE has the largest inventory of relativizers at its disposal in quoted speech and IrE 
in narrative. In IrE where occurs only in quoted speech and the same is true of when 
in BrE. On the other hand, in HISSE which, where and when are distributed rather 
evenly in quoted speech. In narrative, where predominates in all the varieties and is 
followed by when and which. 
To sum up, non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses function rather similarly 
across the data. Where and when are the most frequent relativizers in all investigated 
varieties, followed by preposition + which. The antecedents in this function are usu-
ally inanimate and definite. Non-restrictive adverbial relative clauses occur typically 
in narrative of the news articles, whereas they are fairly infrequent in quotations of 
direct speech.
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5.9 M I N O R C AT E G O R I E S
In this section, I will discuss the use of relative clauses as predicative complements as 
well as their occurrence with existential and it-cleft sentences. All these functions are 
infrequent in the investigated data. Although predicative complements are exceed-
ingly rare in news, they form a part of Quirk’s (1985) categorization of the syntactic 
functions of relativizers, and on these grounds will be discussed here.
As Gut and Coronel (2012: 217) point out, the type of the matrix clause (existential 
sentence, cleft sentence) is among the factors that contributes to the choice of the rela-
tive marker. For example, the zero relativizer occurs as a subject in existential (312) 
and it-cleft (313) sentences in spoken Scots and English:
(312) and there was a select number of us Ø became members (in Macaulay 1991: 68)
(313) It was World Cup Ø was on (in Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 96)
Although existential and it-cleft sentences are common with some relativization strat-
egies in spoken English dialects, they are generally infrequent in news (see table 79). 
Table 79. Percentages of relativization in existential and it-cleft sentences
Existential It-cleft
Variety % %
HISSE 4.6 1.1
LSSE 3.3 1.4
IrE 3.2 1.2
BrE 2.2 0.7
In order to determine whether these types of relative clauses function similarly across 
different StE varieties and across speech and writing, I wanted to examine them in 
further detail. As discussed in chapter 3, it-cleft sentences are controversial among 
studies on relativization strategies in English.
5.9.1 Relativizers as predicative complements
Predicative complements are rare with relative clauses in news: there are only six oc-
currences of this feature in the present data. The only instances of restrictive predica-
tive complements occur with the zero relativizer in SSE. HISSE has one occurrence 
(314) and LSSE three occurrences. All of these instances have inanimate and definite 
antecedents. One token in each variety occurs in quoted speech and the two other 
instances the LSSE in narrative (315). 
(314) He said: “They pulled out all the stops to make the festival the success Ø it 
turned out to be.” (HISSE, The Northern Times)
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(315) The current designation of the buses, he said, causes confusion and wastes 
time as would-be passengers discover it is not the service Ø they think it is. 
(LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and Caithness Courier)
Predicative complementation with non-restrictive relative clauses is even more infre-
quent. There are only two instances in the data: one in HISSE and one in IrE. Both 
instances are realized with the relativizer which with an inanimate and indefinite ante-
cedent. The HISSE token occurs in quoted speech, and the IrE token in narrative (316). 
(316) Witness said that he first made sure that he was fully covered on Clarke’s 
insurance, which he believed he was. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-
016 Roscommon Herald)
5.9.2 Relativizers in existential sentences
As mentioned above, existential sentences postmodified by a relative clause are in-
frequent in the studied news articles. They constitute approximately five per cent of 
the relative clauses in HISSE, whereas they are even less common in the rest of the 
varieties. Overall, these constructions are somewhat less frequent in comparison to 
Biber et al.’s (1999: 949) news data, in which they form 5% of relative clauses. 
The wh-relativizers, especially which, are the most common relativizers in existen-
tial sentences (see table 80), a result which is in stark contrast with previous findings. 
According to Biber et al. (1999: 619), subject zero is frequent in existential sentences 
especially in speech. In NZE edited writing zero and that are the sole relativizers 
in restrictive existential sentences (see Sigley 1997a: 273). In Levey’s (2006) data on 
London preadolescent speech which does not occur at all in this context, but other 
relativizers are distributed very similarly as in the varieties under scrutiny: that pre-
dominates and is followed by who, zero and what (see Levey 2006: 60).
Table 80. Absolute numbers of relativizers in existential sentences in news
HISSE 
(N=889)
LSSE
(N=883)
IrE
(N=409)
BrE       
(N=442)
Total
(N=2623)
That 11 9 2 4 26
Zero 5 2 1 2 10
Which 15 7 4 1 27
Who 5 7 6 2 20
Whom 0 0 0 0 0
Whose 0 1 0 0 1
Where 4 0 0 0 4
When 1 1 0 0 2
Why 0 2 0 1 3
total 41 29 13 10 93
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Approximately 30 per cent of the existential sentences that are modified by a relative 
clause are relativized by which. In all the studied varieties, with the exception of IrE, 
which is more common in restrictive than non-restrictive existential sentences. Which 
typically functions as a subject (18 instances out of 27), and to a minor degree as an 
object (as in example 317) and adverbial.
(317) Mark Diggins, co-ordinator of sportscotland’s Avalanche Information 
Service, said: “The snow pack is unstable in the Cairngorms and there are 
weaknesses which we have been monitoring over the lead-up to half-term”. 
(HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
The relativizer that (318) occurs in approximately a quarter of relativized existential 
sentences. In HISSE news, existential that occurs in every tenth that-relative clause, 
in LSSE and IrE in approximately seven per cent of that-relative clauses and the cor-
responding figure in BrE news is six per cent. That typically takes subject function (18 
out of 25 overall instances), and has usually an indefinite antecedent (19 instances). 
(318) “There is no weakness in Britain today that cannot be overcome by the 
strengths of the British people.” (LSSE, The Herald)
 
Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 95–6) report that in spoken BrE dialects subject zero is typi-
cal in existential and cleft sentences and with possessive constructions (319). The 
latter feature does not occur in the present database.
(319) I have a woman Ø comes in on a Thursday morning. (CMK/i)128
On the contrary to the spoken register, zero is not common in existential (320) and 
it-cleft sentences in news (for it-clefts, see section 5.9.3). Unlike in speech, zero does 
not occur in subject function in news. Although zero occurs in each studied variety, 
its frequencies are very low. The percentages of existential zero-relative clauses are 
the following: HISSE 3.6%; LSSE 1.5%; IrE 2.4% and BrE 4.1%.
(320) Mr Parker told the Border Telegraph: “We are in a position that over the 
next few years there will be a decrease in the number of people Ø we em-
ploy”. (LSSE, Border Telegraph)
Who is the third most frequent relativizer in existential sentences. It is the most fre-
quent in IrE and the least frequent in BrE (3.9% and 1.8% of the total amount of who-
relative clauses, respectively). Who is more common in restrictive (321) than in non-
restrictive function (322): 
(321) “There are those who see a hidden agenda in everything but I can assure 
you there is no hidden agenda.” (HISSE, The Northern Times)
128  See Tagliamonte et al. (2005) for the coding scheme.
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(322) There will be no such job for Carlow’s Fine Gael Deputy, John Browne or 
for Deputy Seamus Pattison of Labour who looks unlikely to be brought into 
Government. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-015 Kilkenny People)
Although who is somewhat common in existential sentences, whom does not occur at 
all, and whose has only one occurrence: 
(323) There will also be a part-time officer, whose name has not been announced. 
(LSSE, Banffshire Journal). 
In like manner, the adverbial relativizers where, when and why are exceedingly rare 
in existential sentences in news. All instances of where (i.e. four cases) are restrictive 
and found in HISSE (324):
(324) There have been cases in other areas of the UK where even highly trained 
ballistics experts have had to inspect a weapon to establish whether or not 
it is real. (HISSE, Stornoway Gazette)
When (325) is even less common, and has only one occurrence in each SSE variety:
(325) There was a close shave on Friday when a party of six people nearly got en-
gulfed on a popular ridge between Coire Lochain and Coire an t’Sneachda. 
(HISSE, Strathspey and Badenoch Herald)
Why (326) occurs in existential sentences in LSSE and BrE news. Nearly half of the 
overall instances of why (i.e. in three cases out of seven) are found in this environ-
ment.
(326) “There is no reason why we can’t do it.” (LSSE, John O’Groat Journal and 
Caithness Courier)
In sum, the most frequent relativizers in the overall data, i.e. which, that and who, form 
the vast majority of relativizers in existential sentences. Other relativizers are clearly 
less common in this function. Conversely to Tagliamonte et al.’s speech data, the use of 
zero is uncommon in this construction. Similarly as in dialectal English, indefinite an-
tecedents are favoured in existential sentences (Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 103; see also 
Biber et al. 1999: 944).  According to Herrmann (2003: 34), “the overwhelming majority 
of zero RCs in subject function are found in there- and have-existentials, existential-
like constructions like copular be sentences or equational sentences, “lexically empty” 
antecedent RCs, and it-clefts”. There are no such instances in the current data.
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5.9.3 Relativizers in it-cleft sentences
It-clefts constitute a very small number of relative clauses in the study at hand, in the 
same way as, for example, in Biber et al.’s (1999: 961) news data. There are only 29 it-
cleft sentences which contain a relative clause across the varieties, a number which 
corresponds to one per cent of the total number of relative clauses in the data. Because 
the frequencies of it-clefts are so low, I will present only the numerical distribution 
of relativizers. When studying these figures, it must be kept in mind that the SSE 
corpora are double the size of the IrE and BrE corpora. 
Table 81. Distribution of restrictive relativizers in it-cleft sentences
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE Total
Relativizer N N N N N
That 6 8 2 2 18
Zero 3 0 0 0 3
Which 0 0 2 1 3
Who 1 3 0 0 4
Where 0 1 0 0 1
Total 10 12 4 3 29
The relativizers that, zero, which, who and where are found in it-cleft sentences in 
news. That (327) is the predominant relativizer in this construction and occurs in all 
varieties. Unlike in speech, zero (328) is uncommon and has only three occurrences 
across the data, all in HISSE. This result contradicts Dekeyser et al.’s (1987: 337) claim 
that zero would be favoured (along with that) in cleft sentences. Likewise, the wh-
relatives are infrequent in the current data (cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 1387). Which (329) 
occurs only in IrE and BrE, twice in the former and once in the latter. Who (330) and 
where (331) occur only in LSSE news, the former twice and the latter once. Because 
the frequencies are low, no generalized conclusions can be drawn about the use of 
this feature. 
(327) “They are taking bookings and trading as usual; it is the management com-
pany that has gone into administration”. (HISSE, The Oban Times)
(328) “We need to get more folk involved because, if not, then it is something else 
Ø we are going to lose.” (HISSE, The Northern Times)
(329) But it is Dick’s verdict which counts. (ICE-Ireland, ICE Press news S\W2C-
012 Irish Times)
(330) “The most disappointing thing is that it’s the hard-pressed council taxpay-
ers of Dumfries and Galloway who suffer most as a result of the way this 
council is being so badly run.” (LSSE, Dumfries and Galloway Standard)
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(331) And it is mainly in staffing where most cash will be saved. (LSSE, Border 
Telegraph)
In comparison, in London preadolescent speech, zero and who are the most frequent 
relativizers in this function (see Levey 2006: 60).  That and what also occur. The overall 
frequencies are, however, low (Levey ibid.).
The majority of relativizers in it-cleft sentences occur in subject function (15 in-
stances), followed by adverbial (11 occurrences) and object functions (two occurrences 
with zero in HISSE). Unlike in speech, zero does not occur in subject function (cf. 
Tagliamonte et al. 2005). The majority of the antecedents in it-cleft sentences, i.e. 75%, 
are definite. Antecedents in adverbial it-clefts are often definite and accompanied 
with a preposition (332): 
(332) “It is from these small beginnings that so much community success and 
confidence has been built by HIE over the years.” (HISSE, Stornoway 
Gazette)  
5.9.4 Results in the light of the Accessibility Hierarchy 
As stated in chapter 4, one of the aims of this study was to investigate how relativiza-
tion strategies in news writing comply with the AH models of Keenan and Comrie 
(1977) and Herrmann (2003; 2005). It turned out during the course of the investiga-
tion that Herrmann’s modified AH is better suited for the present study. The current 
findings show that particular syntactic functions on Keenan and Comrie’s AH model 
are not part of the syntactic functions of relativizers in news, for example, indirect 
objects are nearly non-existent, whereas objects of comparison do not occur at all. In 
contrast to Keenan and Comrie (1977), Herrmann examined the overall frequencies of 
restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses. As explained in chapter 4, Herrmann’s 
modified AH stands out:
SUBJECT > DIRECT OBJECT > PREPOSITIONAL COMPLEMENT > GENITIVE 
(OTHER)
As table 8 in section 5.1.1 indicates, the overall distribution of relativizers in news 
follows Herrmann’s AH model. Subject and direct objects are the most relativized 
positions. Because I had initially categorized relativizers into syntactic functions ac-
cording to Quirk et al. (1985), I was not able to compare these functions directly with 
Herrmann’s model. I therefore recategorized the existing syntactic functions for a 
better comparability. 
First, although relativization in it-cleft sentences is infrequent (altogether 28 in-
stances), I excluded relativizers in it-cleft sentences from the news data. Because 
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Herrmann excluded the so-called prototypical adverbial relative clauses129 from her 
study, I recategorized the syntactic functions in like manner by removing the adver-
bial relativizers where, when and why as well the so-called “lexically empty” adverbi-
als. In the present data these “lexically empty” adverbial relative clauses are real-
ized with antecedents such as one (333), something (334), way (335) and manner (336). 
However, I kept adverbial prepositional complements which do not have “lexically 
empty” antecedents. 
(333) “The elderly sector of the community is one in which Gaelic programming is 
highly important and linking up with the local authority, the health board 
and the League of Friends to provide this desired service has been a big 
step forward, particularly at this time of year when BBC ALBA is provid-
ing an unprecedented festive schedule of Gaelic programming.” (HISSE, 
Stornoway Gazette) 
(334) Opposition politicians renewed calls for the SNP to honour an election 
pledge to put 1000 more police officers on the streets - something Ø the 
government said it was working towards. (LSSE, The Herald) 
(335) “Don’t be afraid to do a different a route if you come across fresh snow or 
there is a change in the way Ø the wind blows.” (HISSE, Strathspey and 
Badenoch Herald)
(336) Mr Calcutt said in August that his terms of reference, strictly construed, 
would require him to limit himself to a consideration of the manner in 
which Mr Wallace’s case was presented at the hearing which took place 
before the Civil Service Appeal Board on 17 October 1975, and whether that 
resulted in an injustice. (ICE-GB:W2C-001 #012:1)
I also added the category of prepositional complements, which comprises of prepo-
sitional complements functioning as adverbials and objects as well as the uses of 
the “of-genitive”. This means that relativizers complemented by a preposition and 
functioning as objects and adverbials and in few instances as subjects were moved to 
this category from their original categories. The category “other” comprises of subject 
complements, indirect objects and the so-called non-prepositional adverbials. Object 
complements, which are part of this category (see Herrmann 2005: 51), do occur in 
the present data. 
Table 82 indicates that the general pattern of relativizer functions on AH is the 
same in news as in speech (see Herrmann 2005: 52); subject function predominates, 
129  According to Herrmann (2003: 59), “[p]rototypical adverbial RCs behave differently from ‘proper’ 
adnominal RCs. … Prototypical adverbial RCs comprise RCs whose head noun denotes place, time, reason 
or manner (‘lexically empty’ head nouns), either by using these terms themselves as the antecedental 
head noun or by using similar, very general head nouns, such as ‘period’, ‘moment’, or ‘fashion’, which 
are also largely deprived of lexical content.” In addition, relativizers where, when and why are not part of 
Herrmann’s study.
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direct object is the second most relativized function, followed by prepositional com-
plements, genitives and other functions. The two latter categories are exceedingly 
infrequent. The only difference between the studied varieties is the slightly higher 
occurrence of relatives as genitives in the IrE and BrE news compared to SSE, whereas 
the result is reversed in the category “other”. IrE behaves again somewhat differently 
in comparison to the other studied varieties having approximately 10 per cent more 
subject positions in comparison to SSE and BrE. On the contrary, direct objects are 
clearly less frequent in IrE compared to the other studied varieties.
Table 82. The overall frequencies of relativizers arranged according to Herrmann’s AH model 
(2003)
Subject Direct Object Prepositional 
Complement
Genitive Other
HISSE 70.0 17.2 8.3 2.0 2.5
LSSE 72.1 17.1 6.3 1.6 2.9
IrE 81.0 8.4 6.4 2.5 1.7
BrE 72.2 14.4 8.0 3.2 2.1
In comparison, in Scottish speech 63.6% of relativizers occur in subject function, 24.5% 
are direct objects, 9.2% prepositional complements and 2.7% of the relativizers occur 
in the category “other” (see Herrmann 2003). Relativizers in genitive function are 
absent from speech. On the basis of the current results, subject function seems to be 
somewhat more frequent in news in comparison to speech. On the other hand, direct 
objects are less frequent in news, whereas the frequency of prepositional comple-
ments and other infrequent relativizer positions is nearly equal in the two registers. 
With regard to the use of individual relativizers in SSE news and Scottish speech, 
the relativizer that is the only relativizer which functions the same way in speech 
and writing. In news its use follows strictly Herrmann’s AH model. Zero, on the other 
hand, is clearly more frequent as a subject in speech in comparison to prepositional 
complementation, while the findings are vice versa in news. Personal relativizer para-
digm who, whom and whose functions differently in speech versus writing: genitive 
whose is absent from speech, while in news it is clearly more frequent than whom. In 
addition, in comparison to speech which is more frequent with prepositional comple-
ments than with direct objects in news. It therefore seems that when arranged on 
Herrmann’s AH model, there is variation in distribution of syntactic functions of 
individual relativizers between written and spoken registers, despite the fact that the 
overall distribution of syntactic functions is similar in these two registers.
The current results emphasise what has been stated in section 5.1.1: subject func-
tion is the most frequent function in news. According to Biber et al. (1999: 622–3), 
relativizers in subject function are easier to process in comparison to relativizers 
in other syntactic functions. For example, of the two following examples, subject vs. 
adverbial, the first example (337) would be easier to process:
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(337) “However, the dolphins are extremely important to the people that [S] live 
here, and they attract many visitors to the area.” (LSSE, Banffshire Journal)
(338) Two national surveys in 1989-90 and 1996-98 revealed voles were lost from 
many areas in which they were once common [A]. (HISSE, Strathspey and 
Badenoch Herald)
In example (337) the relativizer that refers to the antecedent the people, which takes 
subject function. Thus, the standard word order is not disrupted. On the other hand, 
in example (338) the relativizer in which, which identifies the antecedent many areas, 
takes adverbial function, and the processing of the relative clause is further compli-
cated by the pied-piped prepositional construction.
In addition, Romaine’s (1982: 144–57) MS data show that the most formal styles of 
writing, i.e. official and legal prose, utilize more complex types of relative clauses, i.e. 
the ones that occur at the lower end of the hierarchy (temporals, locatives, obliques and 
genitives). The current results confirm her findings for MS as these complex functions 
are more frequent in news in comparison to Herrmann’s (2003, 2005) spoken dialect 
data. In addition, Romaine (1982: 150) discovers that non-restrictive relativization does 
not agree with the AH, and proposes that restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses 
are structurally different and “should therefore be treated differently in the grammar”. 
When she breaks her data down to quoted speech and narrative in the case of Boece130, 
she finds that quoted speech contains less complex features of relativization (see chap-
ter 6 for more discussion about the register variation vis-à-vis relativization strategies). 
In summary, section 5.9 has investigated the relativizer occurrence in the so-called 
minor categories, i.e. as predicative complements, and in existential and it-cleft sen-
tences, which are infrequent across the studied varieties. The current findings show 
that the predicative complement function is exceedingly rare in news. Existential sen-
tences are slightly more common than it-cleft sentences, which have a controversial 
position among relative clauses. 
In addition, this section focussed on the order of the syntactic functions of relativ-
izers in news in relation to Herrmann’s (2003, 2005) modified AH, which is based on 
her study on relativization strategies in six regional dialects of English. The current 
results indicate that the two most frequent functions in which relativizers occur, i.e. 
the subject and direct object function, are the same as in the spoken English varieties 
studied by Herrmann (2003, 2005), but the more complex syntactic functions at the 
lower end of the hierarchy are more common in news in comparison to speech (cf. 
Romaine 1982). This result again emphasizes the distinction between the relativiza-
tion patterns in speech and writing.
This chapter has drawn attention to many factors involved in relativization strate-
gies in newspaper writing. In chapter 6, I will summarize the main results of the study 
and discuss the possible reasons for the detected differences and similarities between 
the investigated varieties.
130  Literary narrative prose, Romaine (1982: 114). Translated into Scots by John Bellenden, Archdeacon 
of Moray, in 1536 (Chambers and Seton 1919: 5, cited in Romaine 1982).
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6  Discussion and conclusions 
This study has investigated the use of relative clauses in four regional varieties of 
English in the British Isles. The focus has been on educated written varieties, espe-
cially on SSE. I have stated my research questions in chapter 4, and possible answers 
to them are sought in this chapter. The research questions were concerned with the 
type of variation that occurs in the relativization patterns of written HISSE and LSSE, 
as well as between these two SSE varieties vs. BrE and IrE. The logical follow-up 
question which ensued was: what are the most likely explanations for the observed 
differences and similarities? 
Section 6.1 will summarize the main results of the study presented in the previous 
chapter. Sections 6.2 and 6.3 present the main findings in relation to relativization 
strategies along the Scots–ScE continuum and in comparison to other English varie-
ties. Sections 6.4–6.7 discuss potential explanations for the findings. Finally, section 
6.8 recapitulates the main points of the work. Possible topics for future research are 
proposed throughout the discussion.
6.1 SU M M A RY O F T H E M A I N F I N D I N G S 
Although the grammar of Scots is often considered only superficially different from 
StE, and many of its non-standard features are shared by other English dialects (see, 
e.g., Macafee 1983: 47), I expected to find Scots features of relativization in SSE, es-
pecially in LSSE news. This expectation was based on the close relationship between 
Scots and English in the Lowlands. As pointed out in the beginning of chapter 5, the 
broadest dialectal features are absent from the investigated data, which means that 
SSE news writing mainly follows the StE norms of relativization. Informal relativizers 
as, what and that‘s, as well as the most non-standard syntactic structures, for example, 
the use of resumptive pronouns, are absent from news. The syntactic structures that 
are considered non-standard, but occur in news are the use of the zero relativizer as a 
subject and the use of that as a non-restrictive relativizer. In fact, non-restrictive that 
is infrequent in SSE, but surprisingly common in BrE. This feature will be discussed 
in more detail below. However, as we examine the main findings in this chapter, it 
must be borne in mind that the reason why some rare features are attested only in the 
SSE varieties, for instance, the occurrence of zero in subject position, may be due to 
the fact that the investigated BrE and IrE materials are half the size of the SSE data. 
Another possible complication in the use of newspaper corpora, which here applies 
to CSEOPN as well as the ICE-corpora, lies in the demography of the journalists. This 
question has already been discussed in chapters 1 and 4.3.5. However, as the results 
show, this does not mean that the news language produced across the British Isles 
would be syntactically uniform. Instead, clear regional variation and tendencies ex-
ist, which shows that the regional division of the datasets played a meaningful role.
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Since colloquial relativization strategies are rather few in the current data, the 
results imply that news writing is a rather formal register. Having said this, recent 
studies have suggested that news writing is positioned at the more informal end of 
written genres, for example, in comparison to academic and official writing (see, e.g., 
Huber 2014; Sigley 1997; Tottie and Lehmann 1999). The broadest dialectal features 
are absent from news, even though the Scottish newspapers make an extensive use 
of quotations of direct speech, which could be expected to contain colloquial usages. 
It is possible that these features occur in the speech of the interviewees, but have 
been edited out during the writing process. Despite the fact that the relativization 
strategies in SSE, IrE and BrE news predominantly function as described in StE gram-
mars, these varieties show differences in their use of individual relativizers. Possible 
contact influence from Scots is detected in the frequencies of particular features (see 
section 6.2). I will next summarize the main findings, first, in terms of the overall 
patterning, followed by a discussion of distinctive features of individual relativizers. 
The normalised frequencies of the relativizers are nearly equal across the data. 
The overall distribution of relativizers, however, shows interesting distinctions be-
tween the varieties: the wh-relatives are the most frequent in IrE and BrE, the rela-
tivizer who being very common in IrE in comparison to the rest of the varieties. The 
zero relativizer, on the other hand, is more frequent in SSE news in comparison to IrE 
and BrE, whereas that is slightly more frequent in LSSE in comparison to the rest of 
the varieties. These overall results show that cross-variety variation in relativizer use 
occurs within the same register, and confirm that the variation detected in previous 
studies on relativization strategies in spoken BrE varieties extends to written varie-
ties as well. In addition, these findings indicate a clear distinction between spoken 
and written Scots and ScE: whereas the spoken dialects resort to that and zero usage, 
the wh-relativizers predominate in news, which is the general trend across written 
English varieties.  
We will next turn our attention to individual relativizers and start the analysis 
with the zero relativizer. Although, according to some grammarians, zero is an infor-
mal relativizer in comparison to the wh-relativizers, I would like to suggest that such 
formal/informal divide does not concern the zero use in SSE (see also Sigley 1997b 
on discussion of zero in written NZE). Zero occurs with nearly a similar frequency 
in Scottish speech (Herrmann 2003, 2005) as in the current news data. Zero is not as 
frequent in BrE and IrE news as in SSE, but it still accounts for approximately ten per 
cent of the relativizer instances in these two varieties. It is the most versatile restric-
tive relativizer in news along with that: it occurs in all syntactic functions and with 
all antecedent types. The fact that zero is the predominant relativizer in restrictive 
object relative clauses - the third largest group of relativizers by syntactic category 
- in all the studied varieties also speaks in favour of its standard/formal rather than 
non-standard/informal status.
The use of the zero relativizer across news mainly complies with the StE rules as 
presented by grammarians of English. Nonetheless, some possible traces of dialectal 
influence are present. First, as mentioned above, zero is more frequent in SSE than 
in the comparison material. This suggests that this is a feature which could be influ-
enced by spoken Scots. Secondly, despite its being extremely rare, the zero subject 
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relativization strategy is attested in HISSE news, but not in the other varieties of this 
study. This feature is supposedly highly uncommon in written Englishes, but has not 
been examined in great detail in previous investigations (see chapter 3). Both these 
findings may be considered somewhat surprising, since HISSE has been described 
as a mainstream dialect of English having a close relationship to StE (Trudgill and 
Chambers 1991: 2–3), and therefore could be expected to follow StE norms more close-
ly than LSSE.  
The use of the relativizer that in SSE news mainly complies with the StE norms. 
However, some traces of dialectal influence as well as regional variation is evident. 
The relativizer that is common, and it is the most frequent in LSSE across the inves-
tigated data. This is an expected finding, because earlier studies have shown that 
that is the predominant relativizer in spoken Scots. The overall occurrence of that is 
somewhat less frequent in HISSE in comparison to LSSE, and very close to that of 
BrE news. What is highly unexpected, though, is the infrequency of that in IrE, in 
which it has been reported to be the most frequent relativizer in spoken and written 
registers (see Filppula 2008). This finding may be explained by the prescriptive BrE 
tradition in IrE. BrE, after all, has always been the target variety in educated IrE us-
age (Hickey 2012: 101).
Another feature that shows influence from spoken language is the frequent use 
of that with antecedents that are indefinite pronouns. This feature is best evidenced 
in HISSE news. The most surprising finding regarding that usage is, however, the 
frequency of non-restrictive that in BrE, in which it occurs in almost every fourth 
that-relative clause. Non-restrictive that is also found in SSE news, but it is not as 
frequent as in BrE. As mentioned above, non-restrictive that is an accepted feature in 
spoken Scots, and its use in SSE news may be due to dialectal influence from spoken 
language. On the other hand, since non-restrictive that is frequent in BrE news, it is, in 
fact, possible that BrE affects the use of this feature in SSE rather than spoken Scots. 
This result suggests that BrE may be gradually moving back towards the earlier use of 
that as a non-restrictive relativizer. Non-restrictive that may well be on a similar path 
as what has been reported for that in general: its frequency has increased in written 
BrE and AmE towards the end of the 20th century, and at the same time the frequency 
of the wh-relativizers has decreased (see Leech and Smith 2009: 179–81). In like man-
ner, the use of contractions, another colloquial feature in written standard BrE, has 
increased during the 20th century (Leech and Smith 2009: 177–8). However, in order 
to confirm this hypothesis we would need a larger database from a wide variety of 
written genres. 
As mentioned above, news writing as a genre has been considered less formal 
than, for example, administrative and academic writing. The rather common use of 
non-restrictive that in the current data lends support to this view. However, definite 
conclusions cannot be drawn, because the results are not uniform across the varie-
ties under investigation. It is also of interest that the SSE texts are taken from on-line 
newspapers, which could be expected to be written on a less formal style than printed 
news articles. However, the majority of non-restrictive that in the BrE data and all IrE 
instances occur in printed newspapers. These observations therefore do not support 
the idea that on-line news writing would be less formal in comparison to printed news 
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writing. Because non-restrictive that is such an under-researched subject, it would be 
fruitful to include it in future studies in order to find out more about its functions and 
whether its use is in fact increasing.
The use of the relativizer which shows some variation between the studied varie-
ties. Non-restrictive which is preferred over restrictive which in SSE news. The same 
trend is detected in the BrE and IrE news. These findings contradict Biber et al.‘s 
(1999: 610) combined figures for AmE and BrE, according to which restrictive which 
predominates in news. However, when their figures are distributed according to va-
riety, BrE news have an even distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive which, 
whereas in AmE non-restrictive which is clearly favoured over restrictive which (see 
Biber et al. 1999: 616). This is explained by the general AmE preference for that over 
which in restrictive relative clauses. It must be noted, though, that in IrE restrictive 
which is significantly more frequent than in other varieties of the study.
Cross-variety variation is detected in the use of restrictive which in different syn-
tactic functions: adverbial functions are significantly more frequent in BrE in compar-
ison to SSE and IrE. Conversely, subject function is significantly less common in BrE 
in comparison to LSSE and IrE. Another feature that shows interesting differences is 
prepositional complementation with which. Whereas in BrE prepositions are always 
pied-piped with which, in SSE and IrE stranding is allowed and this feature accounts 
for approximately 15% across these varieties. With regard to the type of antecedent, 
collective antecedents are more common in BrE news data in comparison to the rest 
of the varieties, especially IrE and HISSE.
The personal relativizer paradigm who, whom and whose functions in news simi-
larly to other written English varieties reported in previous studies. Who functions 
near-categorically as a subject and refers typically to a human antecedent. Collective 
antecedents are also fairly common with who. The usage of who in SSE follows the 
panlectal pattern of limiting its reference to people, instead of the pattern that pre-
dominates in Scots, in which human antecedents are usually relativized by that. 
Tagliamonte et al. (2005) suggest that the relativizer who is not “a productive part 
of the community’s grammar” in spoken Scots, but introduced from outside. They 
also remark that in their database who is used by the most educated speakers. The 
current results explicitly show that who is a frequent relativizer in educated writing. 
Consequently, these findings lend support to Tagliamonte et al.’s (ibid.) view that the 
use and possibly also the spread of who is supported (and led) by educated users in 
Scottish speech. With respect to the overall occurrence of who, it is remarkably more 
frequent in IrE news in comparison to the rest of the varieties. The comparison of 
antecedent types in all relative clauses (tables 10 and 11) and in restrictive subject 
relative clauses (figure 26) indicates that human antecedents are more common IrE in 
comparison to the rest of the varieties. It is possible that at least two factors contrib-
ute to this result. First, it is conceivable that IrE news reporting puts more emphasis 
on people’s activities than on events. Unfortunately, this hypothesis is impossible 
to quantify here. Secondly, the prescriptive tradition in educated written IrE, which 
was already mentioned above in conjunction with the discussion on that, very likely 
promotes the use of who. It is also worth noting that the application of the two other 
personal relativizers, whom and whose, is rare in newspapers, as it is across English 
varieties and various registers.
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Where and when are common adverbial relativizers, and overall more frequent in 
non-restrictive than restrictive relative clauses. Why is highly uncommon and it oc-
curs solely as a restrictive relativizer. Definite antecedents are preferred with where 
and when, because they often refer to a specified or previously identified location or 
time. Where and when typically occur in narrative across all the studied varieties, in 
the same way as the wh-relativizers, and less often in quoted speech. Unfortunately, 
adverbial relativizer use in English has not been studied in detail, which is why com-
parisons with other studies cannot be made (see, however, Tottie and Lehmann 1999 
on the semantic features of adverbial relatives).
As seen in the above discussion and in chapter 5, a number of significant cross-va-
riety differences exist between SSE, IrE and BrE. Many relativization strategies in SSE 
news seem to diverge, in particular, from IrE. The frequency of the wh-relativizers in 
IrE news is particularly conspicuous. With regard to the overall relativization strate-
gies, this study confirms the earlier findings that the animacy of antecedent indeed 
affects the choice of the relativizer. In general, human antecedents are relativized by 
who (in subject function) and zero (in object function), inanimate antecedents by that, 
which and zero. For animate antecedents (i.e. for collectives and animals), which lie in 
between human and inanimate, the whole spectrum of relativizers is available. Other 
important factors that contribute to the relativizer choice are restrictiveness and the 
syntactic function of the relativizer in the relative clause. Restrictive subject relative 
clauses show a preference for who, which and that, while which and who predominate 
as non-restrictive subject relativizers. Restrictive object relative clauses favour zero, 
that and which, whereas which is the preferred choice in non-restrictive object relative 
clauses, which are overall rare. In restrictive adverbial relative clauses zero, where 
and when (and which in BrE) are typically used, while in non-restrictive adverbial 
relative clauses where and when predominate in the current data. 
6. 2 T H E M A J O R F I N D I N G S I N R E L AT I O N TO T H E E A R L I E R 
S TAG E S O F W R I T T E N S CO T S A N D TO T H E S CO T S –SS E 
CO N T I N U U M
From the diachronic point of view, some relativization features in Scots and SSE seem 
unchanged: on the basis of the present and earlier findings, the use of which is still 
mainly reserved for the written medium, especially in restrictive relative clauses, 
whereas that is frequent in both speech and writing. LSSE news writing, in particular, 
retains aspects of relativization which date back to the OS writing. Already during 
the OS period that was the most frequent relativizer in restrictive relative clauses 
and quhilk (i.e. which) the predominant non-restrictive relativizer. The strategy is 
nearly the same in HISSE news, in which the use of zero is, however, favoured over 
that in restrictive relative clauses. The major changes regarding the relativization 
strategies between written OS and written present-day SSE concern the use of the 
wh-relativizers and the emergence of who as a near-categorical relativizer of human 
antecedents in subject relative clauses. 
The use of the wh-relativizers which and who has increased dramatically in written 
ScE since the OS period. Although spoken Scots retains the OS pattern and utilizes 
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mainly that and zero, the present study has shown that SSE clearly follows the StE 
norms with its preference for the wh-relativizers in news writing. In SSE, who has re-
placed which (and its earlier form quhilk) and that as a relativizer of human antecedents 
in subject relative clauses, whereas spoken Scots seems to retain the older usage pattern 
that allows the use of that and zero with human head nouns. SSE follows the StE norms 
and near-categorically utilizes who in subject function, while zero is frequent in object 
function. Today, which denotes only inanimate or collective antecedents. In the present 
data, that is rare with human antecedents, and in news its use is mainly confined to the 
use of the sequence of the words people that. Unfortunately, we do not know exactly 
when the use of that started to decrease with personal antecedents in written Scots. It 
must have taken place some time in the course of the 18th and 19th centuries, because 
these are the periods for which we lack information about the relativization strategies in 
Scots. However, it is well known that in English the relativizer that fell into disuse with 
human antecedents in the 18th century (Rissanen 1999/2001: 298). It would be reason-
able to expect that this change took place later in Scots than in English, because Scots 
has usually followed English in its adoption of linguistic changes, but this is, of course, 
something that needs to be verified in future studies.
On the basis of the findings reported by Caldwell (1974), it is fairly safe to assume 
that that and which (i.e. quhilk) developed their distinct usages as restrictive vs. non-
restrictive relativizers already during the ES period131. This distinction is detected 
in the studied data: all the investigated varieties, including SSE, favour which as a 
non-restrictive relativizer. Although Romaine (1982: 212) claims in her much-quoted 
work that the wh-relativizers are nearly non-existent in speech, they have been shown 
to be the preferred choice as non-restrictive relativizers in both speech and writing 
(see, e.g., Biber et al 1999; Herrmann 2003). As pointed out above, the present find-
ings contradict those of Biber et al. (1999: 610, 616), who claim that restrictive which is 
preferred in written discourse. 
As the above discussion indicates, this study confirms the remarkable changes 
that have taken place in the written Scots/SSE relativization system since the OS 
period. It has been claimed that linguistic changes would appear faster in speech 
in comparison to writing, but this does not seem to concern all factors in relativizer 
use along the Scots–SSE continuum. It must also be noted that, for example, Leech 
and Smith (2009) have demonstrated that changes may take place in written English 
within a relatively short period of time. In terms of spoken Scots the changes are few, 
and the use of many features date back to the OS period. On the other hand, major 
changes have affected the written language, but we do not know exactly when and 
why some of these changes took place. The timeline of the development of relativiza-
tion strategies in Scots/SSE cannot be fully determined, because there are no inves-
tigations on the use of this feature in 18th and 19th century Scots/ScE. Consequently, it 
remains unclear when and why the relativizer (the) quhilkis disappears from Scots and 
that becomes infrequent as a non-restrictive relativizer. These two linguistic changes 
would be interesting topics for future research. 
131  As Caldwell (1974: 36–37) shows, quhilk is more frequent as a non-restrictive than restrictive relativ-
izer in Early Scots writing.
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6. 3 P O SS I B L E I N FLU E N C E O F L A N G UAG E CO N TAC T W I T H 
S CO T T I S H G A E L I C
As pointed out in chapter 2, in the Scottish Highlands the English language was 
learned by the majority of the population through schooling in its standard form, and 
therefore it has been claimed that HIScE differs from standard BrE chiefly by its pro-
nunciation, whereas lexical and grammatical differences are trivial. The influence of 
Scottish Gaelic on written Scots and English syntax has been relatively little studied 
(see Millar 2010: 11; Macafee and Ó Baoill 1997). At this point, very little can be said 
about the possible influence from Scottish Gaelic to Scots and SSE relativization. The 
only feature that could possibly have some Gaelic influence, is prepositional comple-
mentation (see chapter 5). According to Adger and Ramchand (2006), Scottish Gaelic 
utilizes the complementizer a in its relativization system (an/am in its definite form)132, 
and it may be used with either a fronted or stranded preposition. SSE news, as well 
as IrE news, allow both stranded and pied-piped prepositions with which (see section 
5.4.2), whereas only pied-piped prepositions are used in BrE. In addition to preposi-
tional complementation, the complementizer a refers to all antecedent types, which 
makes it similar in its functions to the all-encompassing relativizer that in Scots. 
Adger and Ramchand (ibid.) report on cross-dialectal variation in the use of fronted 
or and stranded prepositions. Speakers in Lewis (geographically further from the 
mainland than the other areas they investigated) accepted only fronted prepositions, 
whereas speakers in Skye and Uist accepted both stranded and fronted prepositions.
Prepositional complementation in Scottish Gaelic relative clauses occurs with par-
ticular verbs, or prepositions may freely modify a verb phrase that has, for example, 
a locative adjunct (Adger and Ramchand 2006: 9–10). As already noted, prepositional 
complementation with that is typically related to the use of prepositional verbs. The 
results indicate that the use of prepositional verbs is slightly more frequent with 
that in HISSE than in the other studied varieties (but not with the zero relativizer). 
However, the number of occurrences is so low that a larger database would be needed 
in order to make any claims that Gaelic would influence the use of this feature in 
HISSE. 
6.4 R E L AT I V I Z AT I O N I N SS E I N R E L AT I O N TO O T H E R E N G L I S H 
VA R I E T I E S 
In terms of the overall findings regarding the frequency and distribution of relativ-
izers and their major functions, SSE news behave very similarly to BrE news, whereas 
IrE shows remarkable divergence from these varieties (as well as from its spoken 
form). However, when the findings are considered on micro-level, i.e., when individual 
factors are examined, significant variation between the varieties becomes evident. 
Some of these distinctions are also manifest between HISSE and LSSE. Investigations 
132  In addition, complementizer gu(n) is used, but mainly in the so-called long distance relatives, see 
Adger and Ramchand (2006) for further definitions and discussion.
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on relativization in New English varieties have revealed similar micro-level variation 
in comparison to one another and to StE. It therefore seems that, although Standard 
Englishes behave very much alike on “surface” (cf. the overall findings here in section 
6.1), the further we investigate below the surface and break the data into smaller (but 
still meaningful) parts, the more likely we are to discover distinctions between dif-
ferent varieties. Each variety seems to possess its own nuances in their relativization 
patterns in the same way as they differ from each other having different propensities, 
for example, in their pronunciation of vowel or particular consonant sounds, which 
reveal the speaker’s origin.
In chapter 5, I compared the findings of my study to investigations into relativiza-
tion in other Englishes. As I have pointed out throughout, most of these studies concern 
spoken varieties of English. Relativization strategies in written standard Englishes are 
a rather recent object of study (with the exception of studies that concern relativization 
during the earlier periods of English, from which only written material is available), and 
have started to rouse interest only at the turn of the 21st century. As established above, 
the use of relative clauses in speech and writing differs from each other significantly, 
and therefore direct comparisons between studies that concern different modes, i.e. 
spoken vs. written usages, are highly problematic133. It has even been suggested that 
there are two different systems operating in the use of relative clauses, one in speech 
and another one in writing (see, e.g., Tagliamonte et al. 2005; D’Arcy & Tagliamonte 
2010). I will return to this point in further detail in section 6.5.
The most recent studies regarding relativization in the so-called educated written 
English concern New Englishes in Africa and Asia, while, for example, large-scale 
detailed studies on relativization in AmE (standard or spoken) are yet to be completed. 
For example, Biber et al. (1999) discuss AmE relativization patterns in their grammar, 
but only on a general level. As for BrE, relativization strategies in many of its dialects 
around the country have been investigated, whereas in some varieties, for example, 
in Welsh English, this syntactic feature has evaded scholarly attention. In addition 
to this, we would need a large-scale study on relativization patterns across different 
registers in standard BrE in order to confirm the present findings.
Previous studies on relativization strategies in BrE dialects indicate that there ex-
ists a north-south divide. The Northern English varieties, including Scottish varieties, 
have always been that-prominent. On the other hand, in southern BrE dialects what is 
frequent, whereas it is nearly absent from the northern dialects including Scots and 
Northern Ireland English (Tagliamonte 2002; Herrmann 2003). Northern BrE dialects 
are considered more conservative than Southern BrE dialects (Tagliamonte 2002: 155–
6), which is the most likely explanation for the predominance of the relativizer that 
in these dialects. Although the wh-relativizers are rather frequent in non-restrictive 
relative clauses in spoken Scots, they have hardly entered restrictive relative clauses 
in dialectal speech (Romaine 1982; Tagliamonte 2002; Herrmann 2003). However, as 
pointed out above, in Tyneside, another Northern BrE variety, restrictive wh-rela-
tivizers are frequent in the spoken dialect (Beal and Corrigan 2002)134. In contrast to 
133  Unless we want to determine, for example, patterns of spread of the particular phenomena.
134  Beal and Corrigan’s (2002) Tyneside data comes from the Newcastle Electronic Corpus of Tyneside 
English (NECTE).
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the general spoken Northern BrE system, the wh-relativizers are the most frequent 
relativizers in news in all varieties of the current study, and in written registers of 
many “old and new” varieties of English investigated in previous studies (see, e.g., 
Biber et al. 1999; Sigley 1997; Gut and Coronel 2012). As pointed out by, for example, 
Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg (2002: 110), the use of the wh-relatives is a learned 
change. This is reflected in their current use in spoken dialects, into which they have 
entered through non-restrictive relative clauses, which again are frequent in educated 
writing. As discussed above, non-restrictive relative clauses predominantly utilise 
the wh-relativizer paradigm. Subsequently, it may be expected that the wh-relatives 
will become gradually more common in restrictive relative clauses as well, unless a 
trend such as Americanization will hinder this type of spread (see discussion below).
6. 5 T H E PR E S E N T F I N D I N G S I N L I G H T O F PR E S C R I P T I V I S T 
R U L E S O N R E L AT I V I Z E R U S E
Prescriptivist rules aim at standardising the English syntax and improving correct lan-
guage use. Such rules have also been assigned to relativizer usage135. Grammar books, 
which typically present standard and codified syntax based on “educated English”, 
guide especially our written language use (see, e.g., Trudgill 1999; Cheshire 1999).
In terms of restrictive and non-restrictive relativization, prescriptivist rules state 
that that should be used as a restrictive and which as a non-restrictive relativizer 
(Fowler 1965; Strunk 1999 cited by Bohmann and Schultz 2011: 90). Many grammar-
ians condemn the use of non-restrictive that as non-standard and informal. Newbrook 
(1998: 55) discusses the traditional pattern of that usage, i.e. its use only as a restrictive 
relativizer, as follows:
The traditional pattern may, since its inception, have been largely confined, as 
a constraint, to certain formal styles; or it may even have been in part invented 
(rather than discovered) by grammarians, in the first place, and then have pre-
vailed (as far as it has) only because of prescriptivist tendencies.
Despite these prescriptivist rules, non-restrictive that is found in many (if not most) 
English varieties, “old” and “new” alike, and it is attested in all the varieties under 
investigation. Although this feature is not overly common, it is a stable feature in 
English. It may well be true that non-restrictive that is far more frequent in written 
English than previously assumed136. Van den Eynden Morpeth (2002: 188) points out 
that while non-restrictive that is objected to in most English grammars, it is “far more 
widespread than we are led to believe” (see also Newbrook 1998: 55). Nonetheless, 
non-restrictive that has been a feature of (written) English since its introduction to 
135  For a thorough discussion on prescriptivist rules assigned to relativizer use, see Sigley 1997a: 57–82.
136  This also depends on how we define ‘non-restrictive’. It must be emphasised here that research-
ers use various categorisations in their division of restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses, and 
therefore the frequency of this feature in studies that report on their usage is subject to variation (see, 
e.g. Sigley 1997a, chapter 5 on categorisation of restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses). 
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the relativizer paradigm, and there are no records that would indicate that its use 
would have ceased at any point in time. Therefore, Newbrook may be correct in hy-
pothesising the effect of prescriptivist and grammar rules on inhibiting the use of 
non-restrictive that on the grounds of its being informal. As we have seen here, this 
feature, albeit being fairly infrequent, may be accepted by users of English.
Conversely, whom is rare in written discourse, and extremely rare in speech. It 
is considered a formal, “accepted” and standard feature of the English language. 
However, the use of whom may be also considered “too formal” by some users in regis-
ters such as informal speech and even in writing. What follows is that non-restrictive 
that and whom seem to have rather opposite values attached to them. Based on the 
frequencies for the real-life usage, we should perhaps reconsider our views about 
their statuses: perhaps non-restrictive that is gradually becoming an accepted part of 
standard grammar, whereas whom is becoming a marginal feature.  
Turning next to the use of which, American style guides plainly object to its use 
as a restrictive relativizer, because this function is reserved to that only (for further 
discussion see, e.g., Bohmann and Schultz 2011). This type of rejection of which as 
a restrictive relativizer is not, however, mentioned in the English grammars I have 
consulted for this thesis. Nonetheless, it seems to be of general knowledge that in AmE 
which should be avoided in this function. For example, colleagues who have submitted 
papers to linguistic journals published in the United States have told me that editors 
have “corrected” their restrictive whiches to that. In addition, many writers using the 
MS Word spell checker have noticed that this grammar checking tool follows this rule 
adamantly (see also Leech, Hundt, Mair and Smith 2009: 264).
In the current data restrictive which is freely used, but it is clearly less common 
than non-restrictive which. Restrictive which accounts for approximately one third of 
the relativizer which instances in SSE and BrE, whereas in IrE restrictive which is used 
in nearly half of the which-relative clauses. In Biber et al. (1999: 616), that is clearly 
preferred over restrictive which in the AmE news, whereas in BrE news restrictive 
which is more frequent than that. In the present data, restrictive that is slightly more 
common than restrictive which in SSE and BrE, whereas IrE shows a clear preference 
for restrictive which usage over that. The preference for restrictive that over which in 
SSE and BrE may well be a sign of Americanization, whereas in IrE the American 
prescriptivism against restrictive which is not evidenced.
Attitudes towards the zero relativizer use are mixed in prescriptive accounts from 
the late 20th century. Sigley (1997a: 76–7) cites several sources of whom, for example, 
Copperud (1980) accepts zero as a standard feature, whereas McKernan (1991) and 
Dupré (1995) rather plainly judge its use as “sloppy”. Biber et al. (1999: 620) mention 
that zero is considered colloquial. As discussed in this and the previous chapter, zero 
is, nonetheless, a moderately frequent relativizer across the studied varieties. It is the 
predominant relativizer in restrictive object relative clauses. In like manner, Biber et 
al. (1999: 614) point out that zero is the most frequent relativizer with human anteced-
ents in restrictive relative clauses in both speech and writing. Based on the evidence 
from the current and previous studies, zero does not seem informal or non-standard 
to its users, even though judged to be so by many prescriptivists. 
207
Punctuation of non-restrictive relative clauses
According to StE grammars, non-restrictive relative clauses are always followed by 
a comma or some other means of punctuation that signals a start of a non-restrictive 
relative clause, which carries additional information about the antecedent. However, 
previous studies on relativizer use report remarkable inconsistency in the punctua-
tion of non-restrictive relative clauses (see, e.g., Sigley 1997a; Tottie and Lehmann 
1999). Corpus researchers who investigate spoken language have also pointed out 
that tone unit boundaries and pauses (and in some cases their poor marking in writ-
ten corpora), which mark off non-restrictive relative clauses, are not always clear 
indicators of restrictiveness. Rather surprisingly, the same applies to written lan-
guage. In this case, however, it is the writers who seem to be confused about the use 
of correct punctuation. The results indicate that even with proper nouns, which are 
by definition followed by a non-restrictive relative clause, punctuation is often omit-
ted. Whether this practice can be traced back to inefficient basic education on written 
English punctuation rules or whether it simply reflects negligence of the application 
of these rules is yet to be discovered. Because newspaper articles are edited writing 
(usually) written by professional writers137, one would expect that the basic punctua-
tion rules would be followed.
Newbrook (1998: 55–7) finds that the punctuation of restrictive and non-restrictive 
relative clauses may, at times, be confusing especially for AusE speakers, and he even 
claims that many Australians are “unfamiliar with the contrast” between restrictive 
and non-restrictive. In AusE, however, the problem seems to be somewhat different 
as compared with the type of texts in the data investigated here. Whereas in news 
texts punctuation is often omitted in non-restrictive relative clauses, Australians may 
use a comma either with restrictive relative clauses or they use only one comma with 
a non-restrictive relative clause. Thus, they produce sentences such as The students 
who had finished, left the hall and The students, who had finished left the hall. This us-
age, of course, produces ambiguity as regards the semantic meaning of the sentence. 
It is also of interest to note that not all languages distinguish between restrictive 
and non-restrictive relativize clauses by punctuation. For example, in Finnish relative 
clauses are always followed by a comma, whether restrictive or non-restrictive (see, 
e.g., Hakulinen, Vilkuna, Korhonen, Koivisto, Heinonen and Alho 2004). Since even 
native English speakers (and writers) find it difficult to differentiate between restric-
tive and non-restrictive, this seemingly artificial punctuation rule may well become 
redundant. Indeed, Newbrook (1998: 56) points out that if the usage that currently 
prevails in AusE becomes more established, the use of commas with non-restrictive 
relativizers may be threatened. 
Colloquialization as an explanation for some of the detected features?
A number of grammatical changes have taken place in written English between 1930 
and 1990 (see, e.g., Leech and Smith 2009; Leech, Hundt, Mair and Smith 2009). Recent 
investigations into contemporary BrE and AmE have sought to explain the attested 
137  It must be noted here that not necessarily all who write newspaper articles, especially to smaller 
local newspapers, are educated journalists.
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grammatical changes, for example, as instances of colloquialization, Americanization, 
grammaticalization, or densification (see, e.g., Leech and Smith 2009; Mair 2006; Biber 
2003). Especially the two first mentioned may play a role in the relativization pat-
terns in news texts. Colloquialization refers to linguistic innovations that spread from 
colloquial speech to writing (for a detailed definition and discussion on this feature 
see Mair 2006: 187–93). Americanization refers to the spread of AmE linguistic in-
novations into other English varieties mainly through mass media (TV series, the 
Internet). The latter type of spread concerns lexical rather than grammatical features 
(Leech and Smith 2009: 175–6, see also Mair 2006: 193–5). 
Leech and Smith (2009: 179–81), who executed a diachronic study of written AmE 
and BrE138, report that the frequency of the wh-relatives has steadily declined dur-
ing the 20th century across different written registers, including news writing. At the 
same time the use of that has increased (see also Bohmann and Schultz 2011; Moon 
2012). Possible reasons for the decline of the wh-relatives include colloquialization 
and Americanization. The use of contractions, another colloquial feature in writ-
ten English, has also increased during the same time period (see Leech and Smith 
2009). In like manner, Westin and Geisler (2002) report changes in use of grammatical 
features in newspaper editorials between three different time periods (1900–1920, 
1930–1950 and 1960–1993). According to Westin and Geisler (2002:144–5, 150), cer-
tain dimensions in newspaper editorials, for example, stylistic abstractness and de-
pendency on referential elaboration, have become more informal over the centuries. 
Colloquialization may, but does not necessarily, explain the frequency of restrictive 
that and zero in SSE news, because they have always been prominent not only in spo-
ken but also in written Scots. Americanization as an explanation for their frequency 
may be ruled out on the same grounds. The propensity for restrictive that in AmE is 
typically explained by the prescriptive rules discussed above. Such prescriptive rules 
regarding the use of restrictive that are not assigned to ScE.  
It is possible that colloquialization explains the non-restrictive use of that in BrE 
news. However, because we lack both contemporary and diachronic investigations of 
its attestations in speech and writing, reasons for its frequency are difficult to com-
ment on.  In addition, we do not know whether the use of this feature has increased or 
decreased over the centuries. Although the relativizer that is overall more frequent in 
LSSE news in comparison to BrE news, it is less used as a non-restrictive relativizer 
by Scottish journalists than by their colleagues south of the border. In like manner, 
colloquialization may be an explanation for the infrequent use of whom. Although 
whom has never been common, it is (becoming) very rare in written genres, and it is 
nearly non-existent in spoken varieties of English. 
138  The data for AmE comes from Brown (1961) and Frown (1991) corpora, and the data for BrE from 
the family of LOB-corpora: B-LOB (1931), LOB (1961) and F-LOB (1991). 
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6.6 T H E S I G N I F I C A N C E O F T H E R E G I S T E R O F O CC U R R E N C E
It has been suggested that the dichotomy between the main relativization strategies, 
i.e. between the uses of the relativizers that and zero vs. the wh-relativizers as well 
as between restrictive vs. non-restrictive relativization, is ultimately a difference be-
tween the spoken and written modes of English and Scots, and to a lesser degree a 
difference between different English varieties (see, e.g., Romaine 1980: 236; Biber et 
al. 1999: 608–30; Tagliamonte 2005: 93). Tagliamonte et al. (2005: 93) make the follow-
ing observation:
the relative marker patterns in Lowland Scotland, Northern Ireland, and Northwest 
England may not simply be the result of Scots or Irish or northern varieties in 
Britain having a propensity for that. The lack of WH may instead be a reflection 
of the more general dichotomy between such linguistics features, as rural versus 
urban; spoken versus written; standard versus non-standard language; and 
core versus periphery. (my emphasis)
The following two distinctions between present-day spoken Scots and written SSE 
relativization strategies are similar to those detected in spoken and written modes 
in other Englishes. First, non-restrictive relative clauses are frequent in SSE news, 
but uncommon in speech. Secondly, different relativizers are preferred in speech 
and writing. That and zero are the most common and versatile relativizers in spoken 
Scots, in which they have retained their original functions for centuries. On the other 
hand, which and who predominate in SSE news. The wh-relativizers entered Scots 
particularly through formal written discourse, and are still rare in its spoken mode, 
especially in restrictive relative clauses. 
As the results in chapter 5 indicate, the occurrence of relativizers in quotations of 
direct speech vs. narrative (i.e. “spoken versus written”) is one of the areas in which 
the variation between the varieties is most conspicuous. The use of relative clauses is 
clearly more frequent in quotations of direct speech in SSE compared to IrE and BrE 
news. With respect to the overall use of individual relativizers, SSE newspapers make 
a greater use of that and zero in quoted speech in comparison to the wh-relatives and 
vice versa in narrative. However, in the restrictive object function, the third largest 
group of relativizers, which is more frequent in quotations than in narrative. In BrE 
and IrE news, all individual relatives predominate in narrative. The current findings 
in SSE news are similar to those in Romaine (1982). She investigated relativizer distri-
bution in quoted speech vs. narrative in Boece, and her findings indicate that quoted 
speech contains fewer complex features of relativization, for example, prepositional 
complementation by pied-piping. 
It is possible that the results of this study reflect a stylistic difference in the re-
porting styles of the UK newspapers. Each corpus contains both national and re-
gional newspapers (see Appendix C for the composition of ICE-GB and ICE-Ireland). 
CSEOPN consists of both national and local Scottish newspapers, of which the latter 
represent the majority. It is possible that the reporting styles of the local newspapers 
are more informal than those of regional and national UK newspapers. In addition, 
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it is likely that local newspapers try to achieve a communal feeling by presenting 
the voice of the locals, and in this way to bring the interviewees closer to the reader. 
The frequent use of that and zero in SSE news would support this hypothesis. On the 
other hand, we cannot consider all quotations as bona fide representations of actual 
speech, because journalists do not always quote the interviewee’s words verbatim and 
the words and sentences placed between apostrophes in the news text are not always 
exactly those of the interviewee. 
Similarly, the fact that which after all is rather common in quoted speech in the SSE 
restrictive subject relative clauses139 may be due to possibly heavy editing practices, and 
consequently, does not necessarily reflect the use of which in speech. On the other hand, 
if this finding concurs with actual spoken usage, it would mean that the use of which 
is increasing in speech, something that would go against the general trend in written 
English (see Leech and Smith 2009). As already stated in chapter 4, the wh-relativizer 
use has increased in spoken Scots, but it does not yet compete with that (see Beal 1997: 
360). This change in spoken Scots/ScE would most likely indicate a “change from above” 
and a change in progress: the wh-relatives, which are already firmly established in non-
restrictive relative clauses in speech and writing, gradually spread to restrictive relative 
clauses and to more informal and lower class usages (Macaulay 1991).
If the frequencies of which and non-restrictive that are indeed increasing in 
Scottish speech, it would not be surprising if the change was initiated by news writ-
ing. Leech and Smith (2009: 194) report that the frequency of s-genitives as well as 
noun + noun sequences have increased dramatically over the last 100 years, and it 
is especially news writing that leads this particular change. According to Leech and 
Smith (ibid.), this change is due to information packaging and “information over-
load”, which spreads via mass media to all written genres. The change leading to the 
increased use of which and non-restrictive that, however, most likely originates from 
other sources, for example, colloquialization.
The fact that relatives are so common in SSE quoted speech may simply be due to 
a higher number of quotations in SSE newspapers. In order to verify this hypothesis, 
it would have been useful to count all the sentences in the corpora in order to find 
out how many sentences occur in direct quotations of speech and in narrative in each 
variety. However, because the mark-up system in the corpora studied did not allow 
this, it would have been too time-consuming to do this manually. It must be noted that 
sentence and phrase boundaries are not always clear, which would have made the job 
even more challenging.
Another factor that may contribute to the variation in relativizer use between spo-
ken and written registers is that in the latter mode we have more time to think how to 
say what we want to say. It is more likely that we then use the grammatically correct 
forms, especially when writing anything that is more formal than a simple e-mail or 
SMS. In speech, the utterances are made on the spot, and we are then more likely to 
use colloquial and non-standard features. 
139  The percentage of which against the overall relativizer occurrence in this function is 16.5% in HISSE 
and 17.5% in LSSE. In HISSE 30.9% and LSSE 38.6% of all which occurrences are found in quotations in 
this environment.
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6.7 O T H E R CO N S I D E R AT I O N S 
Romaine (1982: 150) proposes that restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses are 
structurally different and”should therefore be treated differently in the grammar”. 
Her statement stems from the fact that non-restrictive relative clauses do not observe 
the Accessibility Hierarchy. It should be borne in mind, though, that Keenan and 
Comrie (1977) investigated only a limited set of relative clauses, namely restrictive 
relative clauses with definite antecedents.
The results of the study at hand were first investigated against Keenan and 
Comrie’s (1977) classical AH theory. However, the results show that the overall rela-
tivization strategy in all the varieties under study complies with Herrmann’s (2003, 
2005) modified AH (see previous chapter, section 5.9.4). Subject function is the most 
relativized syntactic function, followed by (direct) objects and prepositional comple-
ments. The categories “genitive” and “other” are the least relativized functions and in 
close competition with each other. This comparison therefore shows that even though 
individual relativizers do not necessarily function alike, the overall distribution of 
syntactic functions in speech and writing is uniform. 
In terms of stylistic differences, Romaine’s (1982) data show that the most formal 
styles of writing, i.e. official and legal prose, utilise more complex types of relative 
clauses, i.e. the ones that occur at the lower end of the hierarchy (temporals, locatives, 
obliques and genitives), whereas in speech, less complex relativization strategies are 
used. Newspaper writing falls between these two polar opposites, and seems to make 
use of all but the broadest dialectal relativization strategies. 
Another possible explanation related to stylistics may be a genre difference in the 
reporting styles of on-line and printed newspapers. SSE news data are solely taken 
from online newspapers, IrE news from printed newspapers, while the majority (ap-
proximately 85 per cent) of the BrE material (i.e. the ICE-GB data) comes from printed 
newspapers. Access to the corresponding news texts in printed newspapers from 
which the CSEOPN data is taken would have enabled me to detect possible stylistic 
differences between the two media. In addition, it is conceivable that local newspa-
pers utilize more informal reporting style than large national newspapers with wide 
circulation, but whether this possible informality extends to syntax is something that 
should be examined in future research.
In addition to this, social factors such as social class and the level of education 
contribute to the occurrence of the wh-relativizers in each individual’s idiolect (see, 
e.g., Macaulay 1991: 61; Ball 1996: 248; Tagliamonte et al. 2005: 91). In this study, the 
underlying presumption has been that all the texts in the database are written by 
journalists who have received a more or less similar education and belong to the same 
social class. Thus, I do not expect these factors to contribute to the variation. 
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6. 8 CO N C LU S I O N S
Standard English is one of the dialects of English (see, e.g., Petyt 1980: 17; Trudgill 
1999: 123), and each English-speaking country has its own standard, which is often 
based either on the BrE or AmE model. Trudgill (1999: 124) points out that “even in 
England we can note that there is a small amount of geographical variation at least 
in spoken Standard English”. The present study has been able to show that at least 
in the case of British Isles’ Englishes, regional syntactic variation may be found also 
in their written forms and even in such a core area of the grammar as relativization 
is. In previous research, Biber et al. (1999), for example, have shown that there are 
large-scale syntactic differences between Standard AmE and Standard BrE. In fact, 
it would have been rather peculiar if such variation would not occur between the va-
rieties investigated here, because numerous studies on regional BrE spoken dialects 
have revealed the great amount of variety that exists between them. 
HIScE has been considered to resemble standard BrE very closely, the main dis-
tinction being its pronunciation, whereas the English spoken by Lowlanders (LScE) 
has explicit Scots phonological, lexical and grammatical features in it. My first re-
search question concerned possible variation between HISSE and LSSE, and the cur-
rent results show that not all relativization strategies in these varieties are entirely 
uniform, and both of them contain features that can be considered to exhibit influ-
ence from spoken language. My second research question concerned the possible 
similarities and differences in SSE relativization patterns compared to BrE and IrE 
news, which were used as points of comparison. The results suggest that distinct SSE 
tendencies exist in a number of functions in this genre. Interestingly, in IrE news, in 
particular, the use of relativizers diverges from the rest of the varieties under study, 
and it therefore seems to be an outlier in the group investigated here. Sections 6.4–6.7 
answer the third research question in seeking to find explanations for the detected 
differences.
Although the use of relative clauses has been a topic of numerous previous studies, 
the majority of these investigations have concentrated on restrictive relative clauses 
in spoken Englishes. In the future it would be interesting to find out more about 
relativizer use in learner Englishes, and in various new written genres, for exam-
ple, in blog writings. The functions and the use of non-restrictive relative clauses in 
speech and writing as well as the use of adverbial relative clauses have largely evaded 
scholarly interest. Investigations into both these relativization strategies might prove 
interesting.
Recent years have seen a growing interest in the morphosyntax of “educated” and 
“standard” Englishes around the globe (see, e.g., Hundt and Gut 2012; Parviainen 
2012; Rautionaho 2014). Until now SSE has been an under-researched variety among 
World Englishes, but this is set to change with the aid of ICE-Scotland, the Scottish 
component of the ICE-corpora. We will soon be able to zoom into the syntactic and 
lexical features in various genres and registers in SSE, something that we have not 
been able to do so far (see Schützler, Gut and Fuchs, forthcoming). As we have more 
databases, such as the ICE corpora, we will be able to examine standard Englishes 
and investigate whether they are structurally as uniform as has been previously as-
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sumed. What we still lack is a comprehensive description of the distinctive features 
of HIScE. Our knowledge of this variety of English is surprisingly little, considering 
that the English language has been the main linguistic medium of the area for nearly 
three hundred years. Determining the characteristic features of HIScE remains a 
challenge for future research.
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Appendices
A PPE N D I X A
Table 1. Absolute numbers of relativizers in HISSE, LSSE, IrE and StE
HISSE LSSE IrE StE Total
That 121 149 34 63 367
Zero 139 134 41 49 363
Which 297 253 134 146 830
Who 230 235 153 112 730
Whom 3 4 2 2 11
Whose 16 12 10 12 50
Where 53 58 19 29 159
When 28 34 16 28 106
Why 2 4 0 1 7
Total 889 883 409 442 2623
Table 2. The overall frequency of relatives in news reportage in SSE, IrE and BtE in comparison 
to Biber et al.’s (1999: 610) AmE and BrE news reportage data. In descending order from the 
most frequent to the least frequent.
HISSE LSSE IrE BtE BrE & AmE
which which who which who
who who which who which
zero that zero that that
that zero that zero zero
where where where where where
when whose when when whose
whose when whose whose when, whom
whom whom , why whom whom why
why  why  
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Table 3. Distribution of restrictive and non-restrictive relativizers excluding adverbial rela-
tives where, when and why
HISSE (n = 806) LSSE (n = 787) IrE (n = 374) BrE (n = 384)
R % NR % R % NR % R % NR % R % NR %
That 13.8 1.2 17.5 1.4 8.0 1.1 13.3 3.1
Zero 17.2 0.0 17.0 0.0 11.0 0.0 12.8 0.0
Which 11.7 25.2 11.2 21.0 16.3 19.5 12.2 25.8
Who 11.9 16.6 14.0 15.9 22.2 18.7 15.4 13.8
Whom 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.3
Whose 0.4 1.6 0.8 0.8 0.0 2.7 0.3 2.9
Total 55.0 45.0 60.6 39.4 57.5 42.5 54.2 45.8
Table 4. Definite and indefinite antecedents including adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Definite Indefinite Total
Variety % % %
HISSE 55.7 44.3 100.0
LSSE 55.8 44.2 100.0
IrE 55.5 44.5 100.0
BrR 60.9 39.1 100.0
Table 5. The overall distribution of relativizers in direct quotations of speech vs. narrative in-
cluding adverbial relativizers where, when and why
Quoted speech Narrative Total 
Variety % % %
HISSE 42.7 57.3 100.0
LSSE 42.2 57.8 100.0
IrE 16.8 83.2 100.0
BrE 9.1 90.9 100.0
Table 6. Animacy of antecedents in that-relative clauses
Total Human Inanimate Collective Animal Total
Variety N N % N % N % N % %
HISSE 121 6 5.0 105 86.8 8 6.6 2 1.7 100.0
LSSE 149 3 2.0 135 90.6 9 6.0 2 1.3 100.0
IrE 34 0 0.0 34 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 100.0
BrE 63 1 1.6 51 81.0 11 17.5 0 0.0 100.0
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Table 7. The occurrence of the zero relativizer in the overall count of relative clauses and in 
restrictive relative clauses
Total n of relative 
clauses
Zero Total n of restrictive 
relative clauses
Zero
Variety N N % N %
HISSE 889 139 15.6 481 28.9
LSSE 883 134 15.2 509 26.3
IrE 409 41 10.0 226 18.1
BrE 442 49 11.1 225 21.8
Table 8. Prepositional complementation of restrictive and non-restrictive which: absolute 
numbers.
Restrictive which Non-restrictive which
Variety N N
HISSE 14 23
LSSE 11 12
IrE 6 7
BrE 14 16
Table 9. Syntactic roles of non-restrictive which
Total Possessive Partitive Relative determi-
native 
Variety N % % %
HISSE 203 0.0 3.9 1.0
LSSE 165 0.0 1.8 0.6
IrE 73 0.0 1.4 0.0
BrE 99 4.0 2.0 1.0
Table 10. Proper noun antecedents with non-restrictive which
Variety HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
PN antecedent % 20.2 23.0 19.2 28.6
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Table 11. Non-use of punctuation in non-restrictive who-relative clauses
NR who No punctuation
Variety N N %
HISSE 134 37 27.6
LSSE 125 41 32.8
IrE 70 20 28.6
BrE 53 14 26.4
Table 12. Syntactic functions of the relativizer whose
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Subject Object Total Subject Adverbial Total
Variety % % % % % %
HISSE 66.7 33.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
LSSE 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
IrE 0.0 0.0 100.0 90.0 10.0 100.0
BrE 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Table 13. Distribution of the relativizer whose in quotations vs. narrative 
Restrictive Non-restrictive
Quotations Narrative Quotations Narrative
Variety % % % %
HISSE 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
LSSE 16.7 83.3 16.7 83.3
IrE 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
BrE 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Table 14. Distribution of the adverbial relativizers where, when and why
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer N % N % N % N %
Where 53 63.9 58 60.4 19 54.3 29 50.0
When 28 33.7 34 35.4 16 45.7 28 48.3
Why 2 2.4 4 4.2 0 0.0 1 1.7
Total 83 100.0 96 100.0 35 100.0 58 100.0
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Table 15. Absolute numbers and percentages of restrictive subject relative clauses by animacy 
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Total
Variety N % N % N % N % N %
HISSE 98 39.8 128 52.0 18 7.3 2 0.8 246 100.0
LSSE 107 37.2 148 51.4 32 11.1 1 0.3 288 100.0
IrE 75 48.4 68 43.9 12 7.7 0 0.0 155 100.0
BrE 54 40.9 62 47.0 15 11.4 1 0.8 132 100.0
Table 16. Pied-piping and stranding of prepositions in restrictive object relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Pied-
piping
Stranding Pied-
piping
Stranding Pied-
piping
Stranding Pied-
piping
Stranding
% % % % % % % %
That 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Zero 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
Which 33.3 66.7 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Total 5.9 94.1 25.0 75.0 0.0 100.0 60.0 40.0
Table 17. Restrictive object relative clauses by animacy
Human Inanimate Collective Animal Total
Variety % % % % %
HISSE 4.1 92.6 3.7 0.0 100.0
LSSE 7.6 88.6 2.3 1.5 100.0
IrE 10.9 87.0 2.2 0.0 100.0
BrE 9.4 86.8 3.8 0.0 100.0
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Table 18. Distribution of relativizers by animacy type in restrictive object relative clauses
Relativizer Variety/Animacy type
HISSE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal
% % % %
That 16.7 18.1 100.0 0.0
Zero 66.7 71.7 0.0 0.0
Which 0.0 10.1 0.0 0.0
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
LSSE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal
% % % %
That 0.0 23.1 0.0 50.0
Zero 90.0 67.5 66.7 50.0
Which 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0
Who 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
IrE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal
% % % %
That 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
Zero 100.0 67.5 0.0 0.0
Which 0.0 22.5 100.0 0.0
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
BrE
Human Inanimate Collective Animal
% % % %
That 0.0 10.9 0.0 0.0
Zero 80.0 71.7 100.0 0.0
Which 0.0 17.4 0.0 0.0
Who 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whom 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Whose 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
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Table 19. Distribution of relativizers in restrictive adverbial relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE Total
N % N % N % N % N
That 8 9.1 9 10.5 1 4.0 1 2.5 19
Zero 31 35.2 38 44.2 9 36.0 10 25.0 88
Which 11 12.5 7 8.1 4 16.0 12 30.0 34
Where 26 29.5 17 19.8 4 16.0 6 15.0 53
When 10 11.4 11 12.8 7 28.0 10 25.0 38
Why 2 2.3 4 4.7 0 0.0 1 2.5 7
Total 88 100.0 86 100.0 25 100.0 40 100.0 239
Table 20. Frequency of prepositional complementation with individual restrictive adverbial 
relativizers
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
% % % %
That 25.0 11.1 0.0 0.0
Zero 9.7 13.2 22.2 0.0
Which 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total 18.2 15.1 24.0 30.0
Table 21. Prepositional complementation in non-restrictive subject relative clauses
Prepositional 
complementation
Pied-piping Possessive Partitive
N N % N N N
HISSE 336 11 3.3 11 0 10
LSSE 289 6 2.1 6 0 6
IrE 148 2 1.4 2 0 2
BrE 159 7 4.4 7 4 2
Table 22. Distribution of relativizers in non-restrictive object relative clauses
HISSE LSSE IrE BrE
Relativizer N % N % N % N %
That 0 0.0 1 6.7 0 0.0 2 22.2
Which 14 100.0 13 86.7 2 66.7 6 66.7
Who 0 0.0 1 6.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Whom 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 1 11.1
Total 14 100.0 15 100.0 3 100.0 9 100.0
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Table 23. Prepositional complementation in non-restrictive object relative clauses
NR Prepositional Pied-piping Stranding
Variety N N % N % N %
HISSE 14 3 21.4 2 66.7 1 33.3
LSSE 15 3 20.0 2 66.7 1 33.3
IrE 3 1 33.3 1 100.0 0 0.0
BrE 9 2 22.2 2 100.0 0 0.0
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Figure 2. Distribution of relativizers in restrictive object relative clauses
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A PPE N D I X C
The composition of ICE-Ireland and ICE-GB news reportage sections
ICE-Ireland Press News Category
Northern Ireland:
W2C-001 Belfast Telegraph 1
W2C-002 Belfast Telegraph 2
W2C-003 Sunday Life 1
W2C-004 Belfast Telegraph 3
W2C-005 Belfast Telegraph 4
W2C-006 Belfast Telegraph 5
W2C-007 Belfast Telegraph 6
W2C-008 Business Telegraph 
W2C-009 North Down Herald
W2C-010 North Sunday Life 2
Republic of Ireland:
W2C-011 Irish Times 1
W2C-012 Irish Times 2
W2C-013 Sunday Tribune
W2C-014 Clare Champion
W2C-015 Kilkenny People
W2C-016 Roscommon Herald
W2C-017 Munster Express
W2C-018 City Tribune Galway
W2C-019 Leinster Reader
W2C-020 Tipperary Star
ICE-GB Press Reportage Category
W2C-001 The Independent   
W2C-002 Sunday Times    
W2C-003 The Guardian 1    
W2C-004 The Guardian 2    
W2C-005 The Guardian 3    
W2C-006 The Guardian 4    
W2C-007 The Times 1    
W2C-008 The Times 2    
W2C-009 Wembley Observer   
W2C-010 The Observer    
W2C-011 Willesden and Brent Chronicle  
W2C-012 Daily Telegraph   
W2C-013 Evening Standard 1  
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W2C-014 Evening Standard 2   
W2C-015 The Scotsman   
W2C-016 Financial Times   
W2C-017 The Western Mail   
W2C-018 Glasgow Herald   
W2C-019 Yorkshire Post    
W2C-020 Daily Mail
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